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ABSTRACT 
The rates of participation in out-of-school time (OST) programs have risen 
substantially for all youth. High quality OST programs offer youth opportunities for 
developmental growth through participation in a variety of ways, including building life 
skills, providing leadership experiences, and offering opportunities to build relationships 
with their peers and important non-parental adults. Research in OST programming has 
found that youth may gain differential benefits from participating in different types of 
OST activities, with many youth reporting that they participate in more than one OST 
activity or program. OST programs have also been noted for their ability to promote 
aspects of positive youth development (PYD) in participants; however, there is little 
research looking at the benefits of participation across multiple OST programs. Youth-
adult relationships in a youth’s life has been found to have an important impact on their 
development and functioning, and particularly on aspects of academic achievement and 
character building. To better understand the dynamics of the youth-adult relationships in 
a mentoring context, Rhodes (2005) devised the Youth Mentoring Model. Although this 
model is commonly used within the mentoring field, it is not typically applied to OST 
programming research. Therefore, the purpose of this quantitative study was (1) to better 
understand the relations among youth participation in OST programming, youth-adult 
relationships, and PYD outcomes; and (2) to test the Rhodes’ (2005) youth mentoring 
model using a sample of youth who indicated that they had an important non-parental 
adult in their lives. The sample was comprised of Black and White youth residing in 
South Carolina (54.1 % female/45.9% male). Results indicated that, if youth were active 
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in OST programming, they participated in three main activities: Sports, Church Youth 
Group, and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas, with over half of the 
sample (50.4%) falling into one main profile consisting of these three activities (Palmetto 
Youth). The second largest group of youth based on OST program participation profile 
fell into a Low Involvement profile group, with both the Palmetto Youth and the Low 
Involvement groups comprising 79.9% of the sample. Additional latent profiles 
uncovered the OST activity-focused groupings labeled Mentored Youth, Academic 
Oriented youth, and Highly Involved youth. Results indicated that regardless of their 
OST program participation profile, most youth reported having an important non-parental 
adult in their lives to help them with some or most of their problems; however, this rate 
was significantly lower for youth in the Low Involvement group. Youth in the Low 
Involvement group also exhibited lower levels of academic achievement and character in 
comparison to the other profiles. Youth race and gender did not moderate the effects of 
OST program participation profiles on PYD outcomes of academic achievement and 
character. Testing of the Rhodes’ (2005) model uncovered that emotional closeness with 
an important non-parental adult was indirectly linked to academic achievement and 
character through intentional self-regulation. Relationships with peers were found to be 
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In the past few decades, the rates of participation in out-of-school time (OST) 
programs have risen substantially for all youth (Malone & Donahue, 2017; Russell, 2017; 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2014; Vandell et al., 2015). OST programs are delivered during 
after school hours and during summer months and are typically characterized as any 
structured programmatic opportunities for youth that are not mandated by school 
attendance (Lauer et al., 2006). From their inception, OST programs were created during 
a turning point in the United States’ transition in the labor force (Mahoney et al., 2009; 
Malone & Donahue, 2017). The need for both parents to work long hours each weekday 
left young people unsupervised, and without any activities to keep them busy. OST 
programs filled a necessary void for young people during their time outside of school 
hours (Mahoney et al., 2009).  
Today, over fifty-seven percent of youth between ages 6 and 17 participate in at 
least one after-school or OST activity (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Community-based, 
structured, OST programs have been found to provide resources for and build strengths in 
young people, including relationships with others, life skills, and leadership experiences 
(Balsano et al., 2009; Lerner, 2004). As OST programs have taken on a more central role 
in young people’s lives, providing quality programming that promotes beneficial 
developmental outcomes has also become essential. Research has found that OST 
participation for youth of color or low-income youth is particularly important (Bowers et 
al., 2020; Sanchez et al., 2016; Williams & Deutsch, 2016). For youth who may not 
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receive enough support or high-quality instruction in academic achievement or social-
emotional skill development, these OST program settings provide an essential 
environment for developmental advancement (Eccles & Gootman, 2003; Vandell, 2011).  
 The likelihood of ensuring high quality OST program experiences for youth can 
be linked to the approach to programming that is taken by youth-serving practitioners 
(Lerner et al., 2009). Positive youth development, or PYD, is an approach to adolescence 
where youth’s strengths and abilities are emphasized and leveraged to promote thriving 
(Bowers et al., 2015; Lerner, 2005, 2008). PYD is considered not only a philosophy and 
process for researchers and practitioners to follow to help youth in achieving essential 
developmental assets, but it is also considered to be the actual practices that can be 
implemented in youth development programming (Hamilton et al., 2004). Youth who 
engage in PYD program practices report positive youth-adult relationships, positive peer 
connections, and deeper engagement in activities (Bowers et al., 2019; Vandell, 2011). 
Participation in high quality OST programs has been found to provide youth with 
opportunities to foster PYD in their lives. These increases in PYD can occur in a variety 
of OST settings such as afterschool programs, faith-based settings, career-mindedness 
programs, and sport leagues (Hanson et al., 2003).  
 Although participation in high quality OST programs is linked to positive 
outcomes, there is still much more to be learned about how this process occurs. Youth 
activity participation has been found to impact youth experiences in a variety of different 
ways, including academic skill development, social-emotional character development, 
and intentional self-regulation (Hanson, et al., 2003; Lerner, 2004; Lynch, 2016; Zarrett 
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et al., 2009). OST program participation has also been found to have a direct impact on 
youth-adult relationships, promoting opportunities for the development of caring, 
supportive relationships with role models (Bowers et al., 2020; Sanchez et al., 2016; 
Spencer, 2007). In turn, these supportive relationships lead to further attainment of 
positive developmental outcomes for youth (Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Rhodes, 2005, 2006; 
Spencer, 2006, 2007; Zimmerman, 2010). Research on OST programs stresses the 
importance of strong positive relationships with adults as key to their influence; however, 
there is not much research as to how these youth-adult relationships might affect youth 
(Liang et al., 2014; Rhodes & DuBois, 2008; Spencer 2006). I intend to examine these 
relationships to unpack the key aspects and impacts of these relationships for young 
people, and to further begin to understand the “how” and “why” of these effects.  
 In addition, youth do not participate in an OST program in a vacuum. In fact, 
most youth report participating in two or more OST programs during the school year 
(Agans et al., 2014; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). Youth participation in multiple 
programs has also been found to encourage positive outcomes for youth; however, 
limited research has been conducted to understand the nuances of these effects (Eccles & 
Bartko, 2003; Mueller et al., 2011; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). Particular 
constellations of activities may be linked to differential outcomes in youth. For example, 
youth who participate in both sports and music programs may gain different beneficial 
outcomes from each program (leadership and teamwork from a sports program versus 
self-regulation and creativity from a music program). Because of the various impacts that 
these different programs may have on a young person’s development, it is important for 
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OST research to take into consideration the implications of participation in multiple OST 
programs (Eccles & Bartko, 2002; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). How one defines 
and operationalizes levels of participation may have implications for how the research 
findings can be applied to optimize the lives of young people. For example, including an 
overall mean analysis in which activity participation is averaged across youth may 
obscure the differential benefits linked to types of program participation as compared to a 
more person-centered analysis method such as a profile or cluster analysis (Agans et al., 
2014; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016; Zarrett et al., 2009). Not considering the types of 
programs youth participate in may conceal the most appropriate contexts that provide 
opportunities for youth to connect with important non-parental adults.  
 OST programs that foster opportunities for youth-adult relationships are found to 
have an important impact on youth development and functioning (Bowers et al., 2015;  
DuBois et al., 2011; Van Dam et al., 2018). Additionally, OST youth-adult relationships 
have a positive impact on youth academic achievement and character building as well as  
providing opportunities for companionship, love, and support (Hurd & Sellers, 2013; 
Rhodes, 2005, 2006; Spencer, 2006, 2007; Zimmerman, 2010). OST programs where 
youth-adult relationships are developed can better promote positive outcomes for their 
youth participants (DuBois et al., 2011; Rhodes & DuBois, 2008; Spencer, 2006, 2007; 
Van Dam et al., 2018). Youth participating in OST programs are found to experience an 
increase in social support in their daily lives as well as building strong interpersonal skills 
with other youth (Deutsch, et al., 2013; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005a; Spencer, 2007). 
Young people who are engaged in positive youth-adult relationships are also provided 
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with a positive role model in their lives, which has a direct effect on their prosocial 
development (Bowers et al., 2012; Ferris et al., 2015; Lynch et al., 2016; Spencer, 2006, 
2007). Additionally, these important non-parental adults serve as advocates for youth, 
assisting young people in areas where limited efforts may be made by the child’s parents 
(DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005a). 
 Research conducted thus far regarding youth-adult relationships is more readily 
available in the mentoring literature (Bowers et al., 2015; Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Rhodes 
2005, 2006; Spencer 2006, 2007; Zimmerman, 2010); however, work regarding youth-
adult relationship building is noticeably rising in the OST scholarship (Yu & Deutsch, 
2019). Although not traditionally researched together, both the mentoring and OST 
research fields have found that high quality relationships with important non-parental 
adults are beneficial for youth, providing opportunities to promote PYD (DuBois et al., 
2011; Van Dam et al., 2018), especially in academic achievement (Hurd et al., 2016; 
Sanchez et al., 2008) and higher psychological well-being (Hurd & Zimmerman, 2014). 
With both targeted youth settings overlapping in intended missions and goal-directed 
programming for young people, research derived from mentoring programs has provided 
much of the existing research regarding relationships between youth and adults (DuBois 
& Karcher, 2014). Youth-adult mentoring approaches allow for positive relationship-
building opportunities for young people and caring, supportive adults, and are taking 
place in OST settings (English, 2020; Karcher & DuBois, 2014). This dissertation aims to 
provide linkages between both areas of research by examining how youth-adult 
relationships might foster beneficial outcomes in OST program settings. 
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Beginning in the United States with reform-oriented initiatives in juvenile 
delinquency, mentoring became a noticeable need in neighborhood communities due to 
young people’s engagement in violent behaviors and drug use (DuBois & Karcher, 2014; 
Rhodes, 2005; Rhodes & DuBois, 2008). Noteworthy developments in the area of 
research on mentoring programs arose in the early 2000s, with findings indicating that 
quality mentors are a positive influence on youth (Karcher & DuBois, 2014). However, 
with growing evidence that mentoring is linked to positive outcomes in youth, a 
fundamental question of “how does mentoring work?” needs to be addressed (DuBois & 
Karcher, 2014).  
Although programmatic outcomes have been frequently studied, a deeper 
understanding of the processes of mentoring relationships is critical for enhancing its 
effectiveness for diverse youth (DuBois & Karcher, 2014; DuBois & Rhodes, 2008; 
Rhodes, 2005). Using the Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring Model, a further 
understanding of the effectiveness of youth mentoring can be unpacked, and the model 
can be used to ensure the maximum outcomes of positive youth-adult relationships are 
attained for young people (DuBois & Rhodes, 2008; Rhodes, Grossman, & Resch, 2000; 
Rhodes, 2005). Similar to Rhodes’ (2005) work in her search to understand youth 
mentoring, I am looking to answer the important question of “how do youth-adult 
relationships linked to OST participation promote positive developmental outcomes?” 
Because there are limited theoretical models for understanding youth-adult relationships 
when also considering the linkages between OST program participation and outcomes, I 
applied the Rhodes’ (2005) model to explore the OST world.  
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 The Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth mentoring indicates that relationships with 
mentors promote several capacities in youth such as social-emotional, cognitive, and 
identity development, which lead to good relationships with others such as parents, peers, 
and teachers (See Figure 1.1). Mutuality, trust, and empathy serve as the foundation of 
this model; these dimensions must be present to allow for youth to effectively benefit 
from a relationship with their adult mentor. These strong relationships then lead to 
positive outcomes for youth, such as effective behavioral development, emotional well-
being, or success in academics (English, 2020; Rhodes, 2005). Adults in a young 
person’s life may be involved in more formalized mentoring programs such as Big 
Brothers Big Sisters (Rhodes et al., 2000; Spencer, 2006, 2007), or may serve in an 
informal community context setting as an important non-parental adult (Bowers et al., 
2012; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Much of the cited research based on Rhodes’ model 
utilizes more formal mentoring relationships; however, this study examined the important 
non-parental adults from both in and outside of OST program settings (e.g., those adults 
frequently identified as natural mentors) (DuBois & Karcher, 2014; English, 2020; Yu & 
Deutsch, 2010). 
Given prior work on the importance of positive youth-adult relationships in 
formalized mentor settings, OST programming that also encourages these relationships 
are extremely beneficial for youth in gaining PYD outcomes (Malone & Donahue, 2017). 
These OST settings provide an outlet for youth to build strong relationships with 
important adults such as staff, coaches, youth ministers, or volunteers (DuBois & 
Silverthorn, 2005; Rhodes, 2002; 2005). Although the research points to the importance 
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of youth relationships with adults, there is little research exploring the processes linking 
OST participation to youth outcomes framed by a clear model such as the Rhodes’ 
model.  
Purpose for Study 
Youth whose identities and experiences do not align with the mainstream 
dominant culture may have different needs in youth development programming. Research 
regarding diverse youth samples considers the needs of youth who are marginalized due 
to their social class, ability, sexuality, citizenship status, race, ethnicity, or culture 
(Russell & Van Campen, 2011). The term “marginalized” is used to denote the ways that 
some people are pushed to the margins, emphasizing the social processes that render 
youth marginal, rather than focusing on deficits based in the person (i.e., defining youth 
as “at risk” or “vulnerable”) (Russell & Van Campen, 2011). Studies have found that 
youth from different ethnic minorities, including African American, Latinx, and 
American Indian, do not participate in youth development programming to the same 
degree as middle-class, American youth (Russell & Van Campen, 2011; Villarrel et al., 
2005). Throughout this study, the term “diverse” is utilized, which is used to address two 
dimensions of marginalization: race and gender. This study examined the differences 
between a sample of White and Black, female and male youth. 
Prior work in OST participation, youth-adult mentoring, and youth relationships 
with important non-parental adults has identified diverse positive outcomes for youth; 
however, studies tend to be homogenous in their samples (Ballard, & Noam, 2014; Liang, 
et al. 2014; Lynch et al., 2016; Krishnamurthi, Williams & Deutsch, 2017; Zarrett et al., 
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2009). For example, in research regarding specific outcomes of OST participation based 
on activity type, most of these studies are conducted using samples of youth participants 
who derive from middle and upper class, White backgrounds (Krishnamurthi et al., 2014; 
Lynch et al., 2016; Zarrett et al., 2009). Given these limited samples, a holistic 
understanding of the effects of OST participation for diverse populations of youth is 
unclear. Prior research in these areas has found that youth who are particularly prone to 
challenges in their lives (e.g., children who live in single-parent households, children who 
reside in low-income households) benefit developmentally from participation in 
afterschool and OST programs (Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Hurd & Zimmerman, 2010; 
Moniaras-Gaytan et al., 2020). However, at times these youth have not been as 
represented in the samples of research studies conducted measuring OST program 
outcomes (Posner & Vandell, 1999; Reisner & Pierce, 2008; Vandell, 2011; Woodland, 
2008).  
Findings in regard to gender parallel the challenges of OST program research 
based on race and/or ethnicity; most studies that highlight gender within OST 
programming actually only study the effects of the program on one specific gender to 
determine the links between participation and PYD outcomes (Eccles & Barber, 1999; 
Passmore & French, 2001; Perkins et al., 2006; Price et al., 2019). Because youth from 
different backgrounds have different needs, it is important for researchers to examine 
what these differences may be and how they can be properly implemented into OST 
programming for the most beneficial outcomes possible.  
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Research on youth engaging in relationships with non-parental adults are marked 
by similar limitations when examining the needs of different types of youth. With 
existing research focused on the specific needs of one particular racial and/or ethnic 
group of youth, or one specific gender of youth participants, gaps remain in addressing 
the needs of diverse youth through the use of comparing effects in a diverse sample 
(Cavell et al., 2012; Johnson et al., 2016; Liang et al., 2002; Liang et al., 2010; Liang et 
al., 2014; Sanchez et al., 2008; Sanchez et al., 2014 Spencer, 2007). Similar to OST 
programming, the quality of these youth-adult relationships matters in promoting 
beneficial outcomes; this potential impact requires consideration of the environmental 
context and demographic backgrounds of the youth to be examined. 
In addition to these discrepancies, there is another noticeable deficit in the current 
research on PYD outcomes, OST programming, and strong relationships with important 
non-parental adults. Research commonly considers two of the three areas, but little 
research has been conducted unpacking the relationships among these constructs. For 
example, research may consider OST participation and PYD outcomes, or how 
relationship building encourages more positive PYD outcomes in the lives of young 
people, but not how OST participation and youth-adult relationships may be integrated to 
encourage positive development in youth (Bowers et al., 2012, 2016; DuBois & 
Silverthorn, 2005a; Hansen et al., 2003; Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Rhodes, 2005; Zarrett et 
al., 2009). The youth-adult mentoring field of study does not typically overlap with OST 
programming research, even though many mentoring programs are also considered OST 
programs and many OST programs identify positive youth-adult relationships as central 
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to their programs. In addition, mentoring and OST programs have similar missions and 
program goals; however, aside from a few exceptions, these two areas of study are 
generally siloed from one another (DuBois & Karcher, 2018; Malone & Donahue, 2018; 
Rhodes, 2005).  
Given the prior research conducted within these fields of study, as well as the 
gaps cited above, this dissertation aims to expand research on both OST program 
participation and youth relationships with important non-parental adults and explore how 
these fields can be integrated to better understand the promotion of positive 
developmental outcomes for South Carolina youth. First, this study examined varying 
profiles of OST program participation by young people and whether these profiles of 
activity participation are linked to PYD outcomes. I also examined how participation in 
OST programs is linked to having an important non-parental adult in the lives of youth 
from diverse backgrounds. Next, for youth who report having a relationship with an 
important non-parental adult, I tested portions of the Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth 
mentoring. I examined how emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult 
may predict beneficial PYD outcomes, specifically academic achievement and character, 
through pathways identified in the Rhodes’ (2005) model. That is, I examined the links 
between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and social-emotional 
skill building, specifically in social competence and intentional self-regulation. In turn, I 
examined whether peer relationships serve as a mediator for the relations between the 
social-emotional skills and PYD outcomes. See Figure 1.1 for more information. 
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Figure 1.1. The Rhodes (2005) Youth Mentoring Model 
 
This dissertation was designed to address the following research questions: 
[RQ1] OST Activity Participation: Is OST participation related to the likelihood of 
having an important non-parental adult, academic achievement, and character in 
South Carolina youth? 
A. What OST activities are most commonly participated in by youth?  
B. Does chosen activity participation differ across youth race and gender?  
C. Does OST participation profile membership predict the likelihood of 
having an important non-parental adult?  
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D. Is the relationship between OST participation profiles and the presence of 
an important non-parental adult moderated by youth race and gender?  
E. Does OST participation profile membership predict academic achievement 
and character? 
F. Is the relationship between OST participation profile membership and 
academic achievement and character moderated by youth race and gender? 
[RQ2] Relationships with important non-parental adults (Testing the Rhodes’ 2005 
Model): Does emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult predict 
positive outcomes in South Carolina youth? 
A. Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult associated 
with academic achievement and character?  
B. Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult related to 
intentional self-regulation and social competence for youth?  
C. Do intentional self-regulation and social competence mediate the relations 
between emotional closeness and academic achievement and character? 
[RQ3] Relationships with important non-parental adults (Testing the Rhodes’ 2005 
Model): Do peer relationships mediate the association between emotional closeness 
with an important non-parental adult, social-emotional skills, and positive outcomes 
for South Carolina youth? 
A. Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult positively 
associated with relationships with peers?  
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B. Do positive connections with peers mediate the relations between 
intentional self-regulation and social competence and academic 
achievement and character?  
Hypotheses 
 My hypothesis for Research Question 1 is that youth OST participation profiles 
are related to the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult in a youth’s life, 
academic achievement, and character. When considering the latent profiles of OST 
activities for youth, I suspect that youth who report participating in a variety of OST 
activities will also have higher levels of academic achievement and character than those 
who report infrequent or low levels of OST participation. Race and gender will 
significantly matter when considering the relationship between participation in OST 
activities, academic competence, or character.  
My hypothesis for Research Question 2 is that youth with higher levels of 
reported emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult will report higher 
levels of academic achievement and character. Intentional self-regulation and social 
competence will also be positively related to emotional closeness with an important non-
parental adult. Intentional self-regulation and social competence will serve as mediators 
between emotional closeness and academic achievement or character for youth. 
My hypothesis for Research Question 3 is that youth’s emotional closeness with 
an important non-parental adult will be positively associated with youth’s relationships 
with their peers. Additionally, peers will serve as a mediator between intentional self-








This dissertation aims to expand research on OST program participation and 
youth relationships with important non-parental adults. The findings can be integrated to 
better understand the promotion of positive developmental outcomes for South Carolina 
youth. This study examined the varying profiles of program participation by young 
people and whether these profiles of program participation are linked to PYD outcomes 
and having a relationship with an important non-parental adult. For those youth who 
identify that they have an important non-parental adult relationship, I tested portions of 
the Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth mentoring, examining how emotional closeness with 
an important non-parental adult leads to beneficial PYD outcomes, specifically academic 
achievement and character, through pathways identified in the Rhodes’ (2005) model. 
That is, I examined the impact that emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult had on social-emotional skill building, specifically in relationships with peers and 
intentional self-regulation, as well as whether peer relationships served as a mediator for 
the relations between the social-emotional skills and PYD outcomes. 
OST programs provide a variety of opportunities for promoting positive and 
healthy youth development (Lerner, 2004; Malone & Donahue, 2018; Russell, 2017), 
including connecting to caring adults (Bowers et al., 2015). To better understand these 
processes, this study used techniques of profile analysis for youth OST participation 
(Zarrett et al., 2009) to determine how different types of OST program participation may 
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be linked to the likelihood of having a relationship with an important non-parental adult 
and positive youth developmental outcomes.  
This literature review provides information on PYD approaches to adolescence, as 
well as how these approaches consider OST programming as important for promoting 
PYD. I then discuss what constitutes OST programming, techniques for measuring OST 
program participation, and a review on studies examining academic achievement and 
character as intended outcomes. This literature review then examines features of PYD as 
a way to assess quality, as well as how youth-adult relationships are important across the 
frameworks for high-quality OST programs. OST programming and youth-adult 
relationships are further examined, including a description of the Rhodes’ (2005) Youth 
Mentoring Model, and how this model can be used to describe how youth-adult relations 
can be linked to good outcomes. As OST participation and effects of programs differ 
across diverse youth (Cavell et al., 2012; Johnson et al., 2016; Liang et al., 2002; Liang et 
al., 2010; Liang et al., 2014; Sanchez et al., 2008; Sanchez et al., 2014; Spencer, 2007), 
studies examining race and gender effects in OST programming and youth-adult 
relationships are also included. 
OST program experiences allow for youth to build quality relationships with 
adults in their lives (Bowers et al., 2015; English, 2020; Hemphill & Richards, 2016; 
Lynch et al., 2016). These positive relationships with non-parental adults can offer youth 
important opportunities to build academic and social-emotional skills, as well as provide 
them with role models (Bowers et al., 2015; English, 2020; Hemphill & Richards, 2016; 
Masten, 2009). This review includes an overview of research on youth-adult 
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relationships, particularly those in OST programming. To organize our understanding of 
the impact of these relationships on a youth’s life, I apply a model that has been devised 
and tested to evaluate the effect of mentoring (Rhodes, 2005). While the Rhodes’ (2005) 
youth mentoring model has been an integral resource in the mentoring field, few models 
explicating the potential processes linking these relationships to outcomes exist when 
considering youth-adult relationships in OST participation (English, 2020). I apply the 
Rhodes’ (2005) model to understand how youth-adult relationships that might arise from 
participation in OST programs may be linked to beneficial outcomes in diverse youth. 
Therefore, this literature review also includes an overview of the Rhodes’ (2005) model 
and descriptions of several studies that apply this model to examine beneficial youth 
outcomes, highlighting specific components of the model.    
Positive Youth Development 
Positive youth development (PYD) is known as a strengths-based approach 
towards the development of adolescents (Arnett & Tanner, 2006; Damon, 2004; Eccles & 
Gootman, 2003; Hamilton et al., 2004; Larson, 2000; Lerner, 2001). With a core 
objective of identifying the positive aspects of a youth’s developmental growth across 
time rather than those that are negative in nature, PYD identifies critical components 
necessary for health and well-being through influential relationships between an 
individual and the multiple changing contexts (Lerner et al., 2014).  
PYD as a developmental process derives from the theoretical approaches of 
relational developmental system meta-models (Overton, 2006; 2013). Human 
development is defined by the mutually influential relations that exist as part of the 
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developmental system, and contemporary scholarship targets various processes or levels 
throughout this system, hence the terminology of relational developmental systems 
(RDS) metatheory (Lerner & Overton, 2008; Overton, 2006). Bidirectional 
individualßàcontext relationships by Lerner and Overton (2008) provide opportunity 
for systemic change over time with a capacity to change based on conditional context, 
also known as plasticity. These individual ßà context relationships are tested and then 
linked to healthy and positive functioning outcomes, thus formalizing the research area 
focused on positive developmental outcomes (Lerner et al., 2014).  
Out-of-School Time Programs as PYD Settings 
The potential for positive change in a youth’s life dramatically impacts the 
trajectory of their future goals and experiences, which can instill effective functioning 
from childhood and adolescence into adulthood (Lerner et al., 2014). Programmatic youth 
development settings have been found to promote increases in PYD for youth. When 
considering features of PYD settings, their activity experiences and relationships with 
other people (i.e., adults and peers) provide opportunities to develop the necessary skills 
for beneficial growth from childhood to adolescence (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner et 
al., 2014; Lerner et al., 2016). Youth engagement in activities and settings framed by the 
PYD perspective is essential to promote and ensure functional growth, thriving, and 
future contributions to their communities as adults (Larson, 2000; Lerner, 2004; 2005). 
This development can take place both within and outside of the classroom, but 
particularly in OST settings that have a direct focus on aspects of PYD. 
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There are several PYD philosophies used to frame the importance of beneficial 
outcomes in OST settings, including the eight features of youth development settings 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002), The Big 3 of PYD Settings (Lerner, 2004), and the essential 
elements of youth development programs (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a, 2003b). While 
all three philosophies of youth development settings have many similarities in their 
overall frameworks, the essential elements of youth development programs by Roth and 
Brooks-Gunn (2003a, 2003b) are easily understood and applied in practice by youth 
development employees within the PYD and OST settings (Benson et al., 2007; Linver et 
al., 2009; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016). The three essential elements of youth 
development settings explain that youth development programs linked to increases in 
PYD include three essential elements: specific program activities, an intentional 
atmosphere, and goals. Program activities should provide youth with both formal and 
informal opportunities for skill building, honing interests and talents, and expanding 
experiences that are challenging and active (Lerner et al., 2014; 2016; Roth & Brooks-
Gunn, 2003b). These activities should also ideally allow for youth to broaden their 
experiences, including interactive opportunities with new people, ideas, and cultures. 
Although these activities may be directly connected to education and academic 
achievement, opportunities to learn from participation in these activities is essential in the 
youth development program setting (Roth & Brook-Gunn, 2003b). Based on these 
qualities of youth programs that encourage PYD, OST program settings are an ideal 
environment for youth to gain increases in developmental outcomes associated with PYD 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner, 2004; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003b). 
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Out-of-School Time (OST) Programs 
Adolescents have reported having upwards of 40% of their daily lives pass as 
unstructured and free (Larson, 2000). Participation in OST programming offers these 
youth more structured opportunities for skill development and connections with other 
peers and non-parental adults (Larson, 2000). Indeed, OST programs have been linked to 
positive outcomes in youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Larson, 2000; Roth & Brooks-
Gunn, 2003a,b; Vandell, 2013). Youth who participate in OST programming have 
reported increased rates of experiences involving goal-setting, problem solving, effort, 
and time management in comparison to time spent hanging out with friends or in an 
educational context (Hanson, et al., 2003). Research also has found that programs 
promoting life skill-building activities, opportunities for youth contribution and 
leadership, and positive and sustained youth-adult relationships are most effective in 
providing youth PYD (Lerner, 2004; Tirrell et al., 2019). Because of the structured 
environment with adult supervision and an emphasis on activity participation, the OST 
setting is an ideal climate for positive developmental growth for youth and adolescents, 
particularly in high quality relationship building (Catalano et al., 1999; Eccles & 
Gootman, 2002; Halpern et al., 2000).  
Measuring OST Participation 
Research suggests that youth who spend time in several different OST activity 
settings have more developmental advantages than those who focus on only one OST 
activity at a time (Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). On the 
National Institute on Out-of-School Time survey (2008), two thirds of adolescents 
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indicated that they participate in two or more OST activities during the school year (Zaff 
et al., 2003). Because there are different developmental implications from participation in 
different types of OST programs such as academic, sports, or character development-
focused programs, research regarding these effects is important for a better understanding 
of youth and adolescent functioning (Barber et al., 2001; Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Larson 
et al., 2006; Zarrett et al., 2009). Participation in a variety of OST programs allows for 
youth to have a fuller range of growth-related opportunities regarding PYD, while also 
giving them the chance to contribute to the well-being of their community, build 
relationships with different adults and peers, and have a buffer from negative experiences 
of one particular activity in their lives (Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; 
Mahoney et al., 2005; Zarrett et al., 2009).  
Participation in OST programming has been linked to increases in positive 
outcomes such as academic achievement and character development (Lauer et al., 2006; 
Linden et al., 2011; Vandell, 2011). However, recent research has suggested that the 
intensity and duration of a youth’s participation in OST programs also has an important 
impact on their experiences (Linden et al., 2011; Krishnamurthi et al., 2014; Noam et al., 
2014; Vandell, 2011; Wai et al., 2010). Prior research measuring OST participation has 
typically examined either sole participation in one OST activity, or has confounded 
variables considering the dimensions of a youth’s involvement in various OST programs 
(Busseri et al., 2000; Zarrett et al., 2009). Zarrett and colleagues (2009) explain that “… 
participation dimensions, such as the breadth (number of activities), the intensity 
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(quantity of time spent participating), and the duration of participation (cross-year 
continuity) [are] not differentiated in many studies” (p. 368).  
Research examining sole participation in one activity or confounded variables of 
involvement do not validly describe the pattern of a single individual in a sample. 
Because the initial aggregation of individualistic qualities does not provide a full picture 
of youth participation patterns, research where individual differences in OST 
participation are considered may provide a better representation of the specific effects of 
these programs (Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Magnusson, 2003; von Eye & Bergman, 2003; 
von Eye et al., 2006; Zarrett et al., 2009). Additionally, research on OST activity 
participation patterns has found that youth who engage in a combination of different 
activities (e.g., sports, volunteering, religious groups) may see higher levels of social 
capital, positive peer group influences, identity formation, and skill mastery (Eccles & 
Barber, 1999; Larson et al., 2006; Patrick et al., 1999; Zarrett et al., 2009).   
 By looking at a broader impact of OST activity participation for youth, Zarrett 
and colleagues (2009) focused on a more integrative understanding of youth participation 
in OST programs, particularly sports programs, as well as whether this participation is 
related to PYD and youth contribution (Zarrett et al., 2009). To further disentangle 
features such as breadth and intensity in a variety of OST activities, a mixture of variable- 
and pattern-centered analysis was utilized for their study examining how participation 
patterns in OST activities are related to differences in youth functioning (Zarrett et al., 
2009). Zarrett and colleagues (2009) identified seven profiles of activity participation. Of 
the seven clusters of activity participation that the profile analysis yielded, five of the 
 23 
clusters were characterized by a high involvement in sports, but sports-only participation 
only described one of the five clusters. Additional clusters included highly-engaged 
(primarily sports and school clubs), sports-YD (high rates of participation in both sports 
and youth development programs), sports-performing (sports and performing arts activity 
participation), and sports-religion (participation in primarily sports and religious 
activities) (Zarrett et al., 2009). Additionally, pairwise comparison of activity clusters 
indicated that youth who were highly engaged overall and highly involved in sports and 
youth development programs had the highest PYD and contribution scores (Zarrett et al., 
2009).  
 Prior to Zarrett and colleagues’ (2009) work, other studies took a similar approach 
when operationalizing OST program participation. Using the same cluster analysis 
technique, researchers utilized a mixture of variable- and pattern-centered techniques to 
determine if these extracurricular activities predicted enrollment in college (Peck et al., 
2008). Findings state that “… we found that college enrollment rates increased 
dramatically for vulnerable youth whose activity patterns were marked by involvement in 
both school clubs and organized sports, both organized sports and volunteering, multiple 
positive activities, and (to a lesser degree) school clubs only” (Peck et al., 2008, p.148). 
In another study identifying patterns in both structured and unstructured activity 
participation through the utilization of 11 different groups based on activity domains, 
Bartko and Eccles (2002) examined the participation of adolescents in different types of 
OST activity settings. Identifying six clusters, this study indicated that the choices 
adolescents make in their activity participation are connected to academic performance, 
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psychological health, and their behavior, with a direct impact of these activities being 
based on whether they are structured or unstructured. Youth who reported being involved 
in more structured activities fared better than those who engaged in low or unstructured 
activities, with the less engaged youth reporting the poorest functioning in the measured 
outcomes (Bartko & Eccles, 2002). 
 In a study investigating how OST activity program participation is linked to 
adolescent self-regulation skills, OST program participation was operationalized by using 
both the number of activities and the intensity (frequency per month) of a subset of OST 
activities (Mueller et al., 2011). Rather than using a person-centered variable analysis, 
Mueller and colleagues (2011) utilized a mean intensity score by calculating the average 
of each youth’s OST participation across multiple waves of data. Researchers found that 
there was support for a relationship between the ecological assets of a youth development 
program and the individual strengths of intentional self-regulation skills, as well as a 
relationship between intentional self-regulation skills and youth development OST 
program participation (Mueller et al., 2011). Although findings point to the overall 
effects on intentional self-regulation for youth in OST programming, the 
operationalization of program participation does not allow for the partitioning out of the 
effects of individual program types. Because different programs vary in their behavioral 
objectives, it is unclear which programs have the most direct impact on gains in 
intentional self-regulation (Mueller et al., 2011).   
When considering an array of program participation opportunities, research to 
date on the impact of outcomes of participation in multiple OST activities has been 
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measured in a variety of ways. An examination of the breadth, or a sum of the number of 
OST activities participated in, has found positive associations with psychological and 
social functioning, as well as youth motivation and parental socialization (Fredricks & 
Eccles, 2006; Mahoney et al., 2003; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). The work 
conducted by Zarrett and colleagues (2009), Bartko & Eccles (2002), and Peck and 
colleagues (2008) unpacks more of the implications of multiple OST program 
participation, whereas Mueller and colleagues (2011) provided less generalizable results 
due to the use of averaged OST participation scores. This study applies the latent profile 
analysis technique used in Zarrett and colleagues (2009) work to further the OST 
literature using this approach, utilizing the outcome variables of academic achievement 
and character.   
OST Effects on Character 
 As a response to negative and destructive behavioral issues, initial OST 
programming efforts were enacted in the late 1800s (Savage, 2007). The inception of 
youth programming began with the intention to offer youth more structured environments 
for play and development, which led to after-school and OST programming efforts such 
as the Boys’ Club in Manhattan in 1876, as well as the Jane Addams Hull House in 
Chicago in 1889 (Gross, 2009; Hull & Zacher, 2010). Although applauded for their 
ability to keep young people occupied through engaging in activities, early after-school 
and OST programming efforts had a limited impact due to a gap in their mission or goal-
directed initiatives (Mahoney et al., 2009; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a). A transition 
took place in the field to allow for these program settings to provide a unique platform for 
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the attainment of goal-directed skills and experiences, particularly through educating 
young people on character development (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Larson, 2000; Lerner, 
200; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a). For youth who are exposed to destructive behaviors 
at home or in their neighborhoods, OST programs promoting character development 
become even more essential in assisting youth in gaining the necessary skills for proper 
transition into adulthood (Grossman & Bulle, 2006).  
 Theoretical work in character determining its distinct categories has found that it 
is a dynamic and multidimensional construct (Lerner & Callina, 2014; Lickona & 
Davidson, 2005; Seider et al., 2017; Seider et al., 2017; Shields, 2011), and can be 
conceptualized using four distinct categories: performance, moral, civic, and intellectual 
(Lerner & Callina, 2014; Lickona & Davidson, 2005; Lynch et al., 2016; Shields, 2011). 
To better understand how character may be related to OST settings, Shubert and 
colleagues (2016) conducted a study using Q sort methodology to examine profiles of 
character strengths in children and adolescents. The analysis resulted in three distinct 
youth profiles: Future-Minded Leaders, Creative Leaders, and Joyful Givers. Youth who 
were labeled as Future-Minded leaders viewed themselves as leaders who had purpose 
and were future-minded, and typically engaged in OST programs with a focus in sports, 
volunteering, and academic clubs. Youth who were labeled as Creative Leaders reported 
high measures of leadership and creativity, and commonly participated in OST programs 
focused on sports and leadership groups. Youth who were labeled as Joyful Givers 
reported high measures of joy, generosity, and forgiveness, and often participated in OST 
programs where they engaged in sports and civic activities (Shubert et al., 2016). Each of 
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these youth profiles were found to promote both character and PYD in the studied OST 
settings, and provides insight into the ways OST activities are associated with individual 
youth’s character profiles (Shubert et al., 2016).  
In conjunction with the work by Shubert and colleagues (2016), other researchers 
have also found that the type of OST activity matters for character development; for 
example, youth report similar character gains through participation in faith-based 
settings, community service activities, and vocational settings (Hanson et al., 2003; 
Youniss et al, 1999a). OST programs that include sports participation are also commonly 
thought to promote character development in young people (Arthur-Banning, 2018; 
Hemphill & Richards, 2014; Hanson, et al., 2003) Although findings are mixed, OST 
sports participation has also been found to also offer beneficial outcomes for character 
development. Adolescents participating in sports have reported learning relating to areas 
such as self-knowledge, emotional regulation, physical skills, character building, making 
friends, confidence and discipline, academic achievement, and prosocial norms (Hanson 
et al., 2003). However, sports programs have also been found to promote negative 
behaviors in youth, such as poor adult role modeled behaviors, competition-based 
negative outbursts, and alcohol or drug use (Hanson et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2007; 
Zarrett & Lerner, 2008).   
OST Effects on Academic Achievement 
 In the early inception of programming efforts in the 1900s, policymakers 
suggested that OST programs could be a way to improve student academic achievement, 
and by the 1960s the need for a source of supplemental education became imperative for 
 28 
the academic success of young people (Lauer et al., 2006). In response to more 
government efforts such as No Child Left Behind and the establishment of 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers, a focus on academic achievement in after-school and OST 
programming is one of the most commonly mentioned goal outcomes sought after by 
parents when considering enrollment (Woodland, 2008; Hynes & Sanders, 2011; Durlak, 
Wiessberg, & Pachan, 2010). Academically-focused OST programs look to improve 
youth participant academic attitudes, behaviors, and performance by increasing the 
youths’ access to high-quality academic supports and opportunities (Linden et al., 2011).  
 Using a total of 42 independent samples, Lauer and colleagues (2006) conducted 
a meta-analysis examining the effectiveness of OST programs in assisting low-achieving 
youth in reading and mathematics. Findings from this analysis indicated an overall 
positive effect for OST programs for improving reading and math achievement levels of 
youth; however, the type of program in which youth participated (i.e., after-school versus 
summer programming) was not linked to the outcomes. Findings of this study pointed to 
the importance of positive youth-adult relationships in OST programming; for reading 
achievement, youth who worked in one-on-one pairings with tutors or adult leaders had 
higher effect sizes than those who worked in small or large groups, and for mathematics 
achievement, programs which utilized smaller group learning had higher effect sizes than 
those using only large-group tutoring tactics (Lauer et al., 2006). 
 Because of this cited need and desire for youth to engage in academic 
opportunities during OST programing, science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics (STEM) learning has been integrated into programs, and has been found to 
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have a positive effect on academic achievement for participating youth. These STEM 
types of OST programs directly promote education and academic achievement for young 
people, and are an ideal OST setting to study the increases in these types of beneficial 
outcomes (Barton & Tan, 2010). Additionally, STEM-learning programs are facilitated 
by academically-oriented adult leaders, who can inspire interest in STEM-related fields 
for young people through OST programming activities (Barton & Tan, 2010; 
Krishnamurthi et al., 2014; Wilkerson & Haden, 2014). Participation in STEM OST 
programs have been found to encourage short-term goals such an increased interest in 
STEM majors (Barton & Tan, 2010; Wilkerson & Haden, 2014), as well as long-term 
outcomes, which then encourages STEM career choices (Gagnon & Sandoval, 2019; 
Wilkerson & Haden, 2014).  
Assessing Quality in OST Programs 
 To ensure youth attain PYD outcomes such as character and academic 
achievement from their OST participation, researchers and practitioners need to regularly 
assess their programs for quality assurance. Conceptual approaches to PYD help to drive 
and achieve the missions and goals set out by OST programs, and serve as a critical 
assessment tool to assist in determining if youth development programs are high-quality 
(Hamilton et al., 2004; Lerner et al., 2014, 2016). Eccles & Gootman’s (2002) eight 
features of youth development settings are commonly used for assessing quality in PYD 
programming; supportive relationships with caring adults and opportunities for belonging 
are two of the eight features of youth development settings that are directly related to this 
dissertation.  
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In Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) feature of youth development settings that states 
supportive relationships are fostered and maintained within the program, relationships 
typically take place between youth and adult leaders or mentors. However, relationships 
between other peers within the program have also been reported to be beneficial for 
developmental growth (Bukowski et al., 2018; Eccles & Gootman, 2002). Within the 
program context, supportive relationships should allow for youth to have opportunities to 
connect and communicate with others, which in turn will lead to positive development of 
both these skills in their own lives (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner et al., 2014; 2016). 
Another feature of Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) positive developmental settings relating 
to this dissertation is opportunities to belong, or the experiences of participating youth in 
programs and events that will offer connectedness to themselves, other peers, the adult 
leaders and mentors, or the program itself. These opportunities to belong boost youth 
self-esteem and confidence and encourage youth in forming their own identities (Eccles 
& Gootman, 2002). Adult leaders and mentors can also work towards fostering or 
encouraging youth to make friends of different backgrounds in order to learn new skills 
or have different experiences in their lives (Bukowski et al., 2018). 
 Theoretical frameworks such as the eight features of PYD (Eccles & Gootman, 
2002), and measurement tools such as the Five Cs of PYD (Lerner et al., 2005) have 
provided the groundwork for determining if OST programs offered to young people can 
be considered those of high quality. Research has found that components of PYD serve as  
essential elements for programs, specifically those which are considered to be youth 
programs of high quality (Eccles & Gootman, Lerner et al., 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 
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2003b). Since OST program settings have also been found to lead to increases in 
developmental outcomes, then it should be of no surprise that OST programs are ideal 
settings for youth to gain PYD outcomes (Larson, 2000).  
Theoretical work by Hamilton and colleagues (2004), as well as the work by  
Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2003b), Eccles and Gootman (2002), and the wide range of work 
by Lerner (2005; 2008; 2011; 2016) further expands and contributes directly to work 
determining the impact by which positive relationships with non-parental adults can have 
on PYD in young people. These frameworks to assess quality in PYD programming 
provide both researchers and practitioners with a theoretically-driven toolbox to 
determine if PYD programs can be considered those of high quality, with a particular 
focus on the importance of relationships in PYD programming. Although pinpointing 
varying aspects of high-quality programming in each of their frameworks, all these well-
regarded PYD researchers agree that youth-adult relationships are an essential component 
of the PYD program experience and are a necessary aspect of developmental 
programming for youth to gain PYD outcomes (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Hamilton et 
al., 2004; Lerner 2005; 2008; 2011; 2016; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003b). 
PYD and Youth-Adult Relationships in OST Settings 
 OST programming has evolved from being considered solely childcare efforts 
into a more targeted educational and social-emotional intervention aimed at improving 
long-term outcomes for youth (Blattner & Franklin 2017; Folbre, 2006). OST workers are 
typically tasked with multiple roles, including mentoring, coaching, teaching, tutoring, 
and sometimes feeding their youth participants (Blattner & Franklin, 2017; Richardson, 
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2012). Caring adults in OST programming are committed to the youth and to the program 
itself. Effective OST workers will offer consistency in the messages they teach and 
communicate caring while setting clear boundaries, rules, and expectations (Anderson-
Butcher et al., 2004; McLaughlin, 2000). OST adult leaders may also assume parental-
type roles in the youth’s life (Anderson-Butcher et al., 2004). For youth residing in 
communities where they may not have significant adult role models and supports, the 
youth-adult relationship from an OST program setting may be critical for their effective 
developmental growth (Anderson-Butcher et al., 2004; Anderson-Butcher & Lawson, 
2001; Arbretron et al., 2002; Freedman, 1993).  
 Once youth are connected to important non-parental adults through OST 
programming, the quality of these relationships will matter (Blattner & Franklin, 2017; 
Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Grossman & Bulle, 2006). Given the importance of 
relationship quality for building positive relationships between youth and adults, 
components that promote a supportive, quality relationship may include: informal 
socialization between youth and adult; adult’s responsiveness to youth’s needs and 
desires; skills at teaching youth; shared interests and characteristics; and respect 
(Grossman & Bulle, 2006). Because OST program staff care deeply for the participating 
youth, they can encourage activities and programming initiatives which will assist youth 
in having positive increases in physical and mental health and school success, as well as 
minimizing risk-taking behaviors, drug and alcohol use, and sexual activity (Grossman & 
Bulle, 2006). 
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 Prior research in the field has also examined the impact of adult relationships on 
PYD. Futch Ehrlich and colleagues (2016) examined how close relationships with 
important non-parental adults serve as a catalyst for connection which facilitates PYD. In 
their qualitative study, they examined interview transcripts from 37 youth between the 
ages of 11 and 18, focusing on the narratives in which they describe the relationships they 
have with adults in their lives. Using grounded theory techniques, the researchers found 
three emergent themes in the data: (1) youth’s attraction to personality characteristics of 
adults that promoted connection in their relationships, (2) the foundation of relationships 
based on shared interests and traits, and (3) overall time spent together between youth 
and adult. To incorporate PYD in their research, connection was conceptualized using the 
connection subscale scores from the PYD model. Researchers found that code application 
frequency ranged between youth who were considered “high” on their connections with 
non-parental adults and those that were considered “low” connections (Futch Ehrlich et 
al., 2016). This study effectively combines both the important impact of non-parental 
adults as well as concepts of PYD into compelling and practical research.  
The Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring Model 
 Rhodes (2002, 2005) presents a theoretically informed model of mentoring for 
both research and practice. This youth mentoring model “…assumes that mentoring 
relationships can promote positive outcomes for youth through a range of processes, 
specifically those that foster social-emotional, cognitive, and identity development” 
(Rhodes, 2005, p. 31). This model provides an in-depth framework for examining and 
understanding the intricacies of a mentoring relationship from the youth’s perspective 
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(Rhodes, 2002, 2005). Although these three developmental capacities are considered to 
be highly beneficial, mentors whose influence extends beyond these three areas are 
thought to have the greatest impact on youth (See Figure 1.1) (Rhodes, 2005). The 
Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth mentoring begins with an assumption that mentoring 
relationships can promote and foster a strong interpersonal connection between a youth 
and adult, specifically characterized through mutuality, trust, and empathy. Although 
these three dimensions are essential foundational aspects within a functioning mentoring 
relationship, Rhodes (2005) explains that the relationship fostered between a youth and 
adult is important in its ability to have an overall causal effect on the mentee, regardless 
of relationship intensity or longevity.  
 Social and emotional development is one of the three integral youth capacities in 
Rhodes’ (2005) youth mentoring model. By having mentors model the components of a 
caring relationship as well as provide emotional support towards their mentees, mentors 
are better able to challenge the negative views that youth may hold of themselves and the 
other relationships they may have with other adults in their lives (Rhodes, 2005). 
Fostering this positive relationship is particularly important for youth who may have 
challenging or estranged relationships with their parents (Olds et al., 1997; Rhodes, 
2005). Attachment theory suggests that a mentoring experience promoting healthy 
relationships with adults can aid youth in their future interpersonal relationships as 
adolescents and adults (Ainsworth, 1989, Bowlby, 1988; Rhodes, 2005). Mentors who 
provide opportunities for social and emotional development in their youth mentees may 
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also help children and adolescents to understand and regulate positive and negative 
emotions, as well as enable youth to interact with others more effectively (Rhodes, 2005).  
 In addition to social-emotional development, mentors may impact a youth’s 
cognitive development (Rhodes, 2005). Rhodes (2005) uses Vygotsky’s (1978) concept 
of zones of proximal development to describe how mentors scaffold learning for children 
and adolescents, and to facilitate acquiring and refining new thinking skills. Mentors who 
are supportive and assistive can make scaffolded learning more attainable, thus furthering 
opportunities for cognitive development (Rhodes, 2005; Vygotsky, 1978).   
 The third integral capacity in this model is identity development, conceptualized 
as the process by which a child learns who they are and what is important to them (Freud, 
1914; Rhodes, 2005). This identity development helps youth have a better understanding 
of their own personality and other qualities of themselves which they would like to 
portray to the outside world (Rhodes, 2005). The presence of a positive role model in a 
young person’s life through a mentoring experience can modify the way youth perceive 
not only others in their lives such as friends and family, but also themselves (Rhodes, 
2005). For youth residing in lower-income households, the impact of a mentoring 
relationship may offer additional gains in identity development. In the United States, 
youth in lower socioeconomic classes often overlap with youth who identify as youth of 
color and may not have ample opportunities for upward status growth (McLoyd, 1998). 
For youth who are challenged with these barriers, mentors who can provide both social 
and cultural capital have been found to be most effective in their impact on a youth’s 
identity development (Rhodes, 2005; Sanchez et al., 2016). By providing opportunities 
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for mentoring relationships with adults who come from similar demographic backgrounds 
as their mentees, youth may be more likely to positively progress through their own racial 
identity, in addition to general identity development (Hughes & Johnson, 2001).  
The Rhodes’ (2005) youth mentoring model assumes that the three capacities 
work together simultaneously, creating bidirectional pathways among one another. In 
addition to effects of social-emotional, cognitive, and identity development, Rhodes also 
mentions the impact of moderating factors within these relationships. Individual, family, 
or community contextual variables may come into play when considering how mentoring 
relationships may promote positive outcomes for youth (Rhodes, 2005). Moderating 
variables to consider include: a child’s interpersonal history, their social competencies, 
their current developmental stage, the duration of the mentoring relationship, program 
practices in which the relationship is established, family context, and neighborhood 
ecology (Rhodes, 2005). These multiple influences and pathways are illustrated in Figure 
1.1  
 The Rhodes’ (2005) model posits that the three capacities of development are 
linked to positive outcomes through their impact on relationships with others, including 
peers. Positive peer relationships for youth have been found to increase levels of self-
confidence and self-esteem, in addition to problem-solving skills (Bukowski & 
Raufelder, 2018; Pakaslahti et al., 2002). Peer relationships also play a critical role in the 
achievement of developmental tasks as youth transition into adolescence, such as 
understanding their maturing bodies, sexual identity, as well as educational components 
such as reading and writing, along with career development (Bukowski & Raufelder, 
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2918; Irvin, 1996). Research has found that positive relationships with mentors can lead 
to positive peer relationships, thus leading to beneficial developmental outcomes (DuBois 
et al., 2011; Rhodes, 2002, 2005). In OST program settings, cultivating a positive peer 
relationship first begins with the efforts of a strong adult leader or mentor (Laursen, 
2005). For a more positive peer culture to be promoted amongst youth in programming, 
adult leaders must look to providing youth with novel opportunities to interact with one 
another. By having adult mentors involved in allowing youth to practice newly learned 
behaviors in a caring setting, they can then transfer these experiences outside of the 
programs to their communities (Laursen, 2005).  
Research examining and testing portions of the Rhodes’ (2005) model has been 
conducted in the mentoring and OST fields of study; Schwartz and colleagues (2013) and 
Chan and colleagues (2013) serve as the most representative exemplars of research for 
this dissertation plan. In the study conducted by Schwartz and colleagues (2013), 
researchers examined the role that mentoring relationships play in explaining associations 
between youth experiences and community developmental assets, as well as youth 
outcomes such as school engagement and prosocial values. Contextual factors that are 
associated with mentoring relationships for middle adolescent youth with an emphasis on 
activity involvement and general community attitudes towards youth were analyzed, as 
well as whether psychological assets such as ethnic identity and purpose are associated 
with youth well-being (Schwartz et al., 2013). Using a national sample of 1,860 15-year 
old diverse youth, researchers found that youth participation in structured activities was 
associated with higher quality youth-adult mentoring relationships, as well as the 
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presence of a mentor significantly mediating the relationship between youth activity 
involvement and the perceptions of community attitudes towards youth and youth 
outcomes, such as academic engagement. These findings indicated that facilitating 
mentoring relationships is likely to benefit youth in areas such as school engagement and 
purpose, but facilitating high-quality, close mentoring relationships may be an even more 
important way to benefit youth (Schwartz et al., 2013). Researchers also found that just 
having the facilitating mentoring relationship in place was likely to benefit youth, but 
facilitating high quality, close relationships with mentors may be an even more important 
way in which communities could support and benefit youth (Schwartz et al., 2013).  
In the study conducted by Chan and colleagues (2013), researchers explored the 
pathways between school-based mentoring relationships and their association with 
improvements in positive developmental outcomes. Using a sample of 526 youth who 
were participants in the Big Brothers Big Sisters program, researchers found that 
participation in school-based mentoring programs was associated with socio-emotional, 
academic, and behavioral outcomes, with findings reporting that the quality of mentoring 
relationships is positively associated with improvements in a range of outcomes, 
including academic attitudes, self-esteem, misconduct, grades, and prosocial behaviors 
(Chan et al., 2013). In this study, high quality relationships with mentors significantly 
affected parent-child relationships, with the relationships with parents and teachers 
mediating the relation between the quality of youth mentoring relationships and 
developmental outcomes such as school-related psychological and behavioral outcomes 
(Chan et al., 2013). 
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 Through the positive experiences of mentoring, youth are able to gain a wide 
array of beneficial outcomes, such as: academic achievement and positive academic 
attitudes, social-emotional learning and skill development, identity development, and 
positive peer relationships (Bukowski & Raufelder, 2018; Chan et al., 2013; Pakaslahti et 
al., 2002; Schwartz et al., 2013). Although beneficial to understanding how the Rhodes’ 
(2005) model can be implemented in empirical research with youth samples, both the 
Chan et al. (2013) and Schwartz et al. (2013) studies explained above only test specific 
portions of the model. No studies were identified that tested as many proposed paths of 
the Rhodes’ (2005) model as this dissertation study examines. This study furthers the 
literature on the Rhodes’ (2005) model by testing direct and indirect paths with relation to 
emotional closeness, relationships with peers, social-emotional learning, academic 
achievement, and character. Although the Rhodes’ (2005) model has helped to 
understand the processes of youth mentoring more fully, it has yet to be implemented to 
better understand how OST program participation might lead to positive outcomes via 
connections to an important non-parental adult. I aim to address the question of “how 
might OST programming work?” by applying this preexisting model to relationships 
youth have with an important non-parental adult. The testing of this model helps to 
organize the processes that might occur within an OST program more clearly and 
provides a framework for how OST programs are linked to developmental outcomes 
through youth relationships with an important non-parental adult.  
 Using the Rhodes’ (2005) model to explore youth outcomes, Hurd and Sellers 
(2013) examined how positive relationships with non-parental adults influences positive 
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youth outcomes, specifically social and emotional development. Through the use of 
cluster analysis techniques, researchers found that their sample of 259 Black adolescents 
predominately fell into two main groups: those who were less connected and more 
connected to the important non-parental adults in their lives. Adolescents who reported 
having more connected relationships with their non-parental adult mentors had higher 
levels of self-reported academic engagement, as well as higher social skills and 
psychosocial well-being (Hurd & Sellers, 2013). These findings contribute to the research 
conducted regarding PYD outcomes and relationships with important non-parental adults, 
as well as offering research in my focus area using a unique sample of youth that I also 
intend to examine. The following section examines race and gender effects in both OST 
and PYD-specific programs, as well as race and gender effects in youth-adult mentoring. 
Race and Gender Effects 
Although research on the importance of OST programming and PYD outcomes 
examines a wide array of youth using various samples, much of the work conducted thus 
far is homogeneous in its sample characteristics. The following section describes the 
limited available research regarding differences for youth-adult relationships and OST 
programming outcomes based on race and gender effects. 
Quality mentoring in after-school or OST programs varies by individual and 
environmental youth characteristics (Mekinda & Hirsh, 2014). Individual characteristics 
such as relative age, gender, and ethnic or socioeconomic background can serve as a basis 
for building rapport between the youth and adult, while also exposing both parties to new 
perspectives or insights. The demographic background of the youth may also influence 
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their specific developmental needs and may determine the specific mentoring behaviors 
from which they can benefit the most (Mekinda & Hirsh, 2014). In addition to these 
characteristics, personality and social attributes may also play an important role in formal 
mentoring relationship quality. Because personality and social attributes help shape the 
nature and quality of the interactions, they are essential for quality relationship building 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Mekinda & Hirsh, 2014). Shared interests also serve as a basis 
for these relationships, as youth are commonly drawn to OST and after-school 
programming based on the type of activities provided (Grossman & Bulle, 2006; 
Mekinda & Hirsh, 2014). In addition to individual characteristics, environmental 
characteristics of formal mentoring programs also influence youth-adult relationship 
quality. The activities provided during programming may influence relationship quality 
between youth and adults in formal mentoring. Since many programs involve structured 
activities, and structured activities create opportunities for youth and adults to bond over 
shared interests and for staff to provide instructional feedback to youth, these activity 
formats are critical components of quality youth-adult relationships (Mekinda & Hirsh, 
2014; Walker & Arbreton, 2004).  
OST Program Participation and Race 
Research examining racial effects in youth programs has been surprisingly limited 
in terms of exploring these contexts of influence (Williams & Deutsch, 2016). This 
dearth may be due to a few different reasons, including: its positioning with traditional 
intervention approaches, the more common use of race as a grouping variable, and the 
limitations in capturing race and ethnicity as they exist in the lived experiences of youth 
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(Cabrera, 2013; Sanchez et al, 2013; Williams & Deutsch, 2016). By using a cultural-
ecological perspective, researchers examining race and ethnicity in OST programming 
can have a better understanding of what youth bring to OST settings, such as 
developmental characteristics, developmental needs identities, and coping strategies that 
have been influenced by their experiences in proximal settings, such as family members 
and neighborhoods (Williams & Deustch, 2016). Programs utilizing these types of 
approaches such the Preventing Long-Term Anger and Aggression in Youth (PLAAY) 
program, as well as the Building Communities Strengths Project, have seen successes in 
promoting culturally appropriate programs that allow youth racial socialization and racial 
identity opportunities in PYD-promoting programming (Littecq & Bailey, 2004; 
Stevenson, 2013; William & Detusch, 2016). However, more traditional research 
examining racial effects in OST programming have also found racial differences in 
beneficial outcomes for their participants. Using the National Household Education 
Survey, Hynes and Sanders (2010) examined race differences in OST programs. Results 
of this study found that Black youth were twice as likely to attend programs as White 
youth, with 40% of Black youth between the ages of 6 and 9 attending after-school 
programming (Hynes & Sanders, 2010).  
Research examining youth of one specific race is frequently conducted in this 
field of study and contributes substantially to the research available when considering 
race in OST programming. Because race, poverty, and inequality are commonly 
researched together in the social sciences, the need for focused research examining 
attributes individually is important for further understanding how these challenges expose 
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themselves in a youth’s life (Fryer & Levitt, 2004; Hynes & Sanders, 2011; McLoyd, 
1998). OST programs for Black youth have been found to encourage sociopolitical 
consciousness, which develops critical consciousness and engaging in social action in 
hopes that youth can contribute to the transformation of their communities (Murray & 
Milner, 2015). OST programs that promote mentoring opportunities for Black youth have 
been found to have huge impacts on their development, including increases in academic 
achievement and social-emotional well-being (Sanchez et al., 2016). These mentoring 
opportunities assist youth immensely in their ability to achieve positive development, 
including experiences where youth think about the impacts of their negative and risky 
behaviors, sexual education opportunities, improved communication and ability to ask 
and receive support (Sanchez et al., 2016).   
Youth-Adult Relationships and Race 
  Research on the effects of mentoring for youth of color examine a wide range of 
topics, such as racial, cultural, or ethnic similarities as well as cultural competence 
(Sanchez et al., 2014). Regarding mentor-mentee matching in formal settings, research 
found that mentor and mentee race may influence the ability for a relationship to form 
(Sanchez et al., 2014). Although youth reported data does not typically find significant 
differences in preferences for same-race mentors, mentors paired with same-race youth 
have reported liking their mentees more than mentors of cross-race mentees (Ensher & 
Murphy, 1997; Sanchez et al., 2014). Other research in formal mentoring programs has 
examined the role of cultural competency in relationships built between youth and adults 
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(Sanchez et al., 2014). Youth who consider their mentors to be more culturally competent 
report having better quality relationships with their mentors (Sanchez et al., 2014).  
 For youth engaged in informal youth-adult mentoring relationships, effects of race 
have been found to be similar to those of formal mentoring programs, such as stronger 
relationships with caring non-parental adults in their lives who are of the same race 
(Sanchez et al., 2014). Research has found that youth in natural mentoring relationships 
with important non-parental adult figures are more likely to identify with mentors of the 
same race/ethnicity (Cavell et al., 2012; Sanchez et al., 2008; Sanchez et al., 2014). 
Because many of these youth are reporting mentors who are non-parental family 
members, these preferences may be due to greater levels of exposure to adults of the 
same race/ethnicity (Sanchez et al., 2014). These same-race relationships are a result of 
people living mostly segregated lives, either due to neighborhood dynamics, job 
classifications, or other ecological factors (McLoyd, 1993; Putnam, 2001; Uslaner, 2002). 
Research specifically focused on racially diverse youth with important non-parental 
adults in their lives have examined an array of different beneficial outcomes. In tandem 
with much of the research previously mentioned, studies revealed that mentoring 
relationships that included long duration periods and more frequent meet ups are stronger 
in their impact on beneficial outcomes, particularly in academic engagement (Hurd & 
Sellers, 2013; Karcher & DuBois, 2014; Rhodes, 2005; Rhodes et al., 2005).  
Hurd and colleagues (2012) examined the impact that natural mentors have on 
racial identity and academic attainment. Using a longitudinal sample of Black 
adolescents, researchers looked at whether a relationship with an important non-parental 
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adult would influence youths’ attitudes about their successes in school and their racial 
identity (Hurd et al., 2012). Results of this study found that Black adolescents do indeed 
see their race as part of their identity, with important non-parental adults in their lives 
having a positive impact on their racial identity beliefs. Because these adults can share 
their own experiences during adolescence discovering their racial identity and may have 
more resources to share, they are better able to create a safe space in which youth can 
further explore and develop their own racial identities (Hurd et al., 2012). Researchers 
also found that having an important non-parental adult in their lives directly contributed 
to stronger beliefs about the importance of school and the youths’ ability to succeed in 
advanced education opportunities (Hurd et al., 2012). 
OST Program Participation and Gender 
 In addition to racial effects in OST programs, gender has been found to predict 
patterns of OST activity participation (Gillard & Witt, 2008; Perkins et al., 2007). Girls 
have been found to prefer social activities as well as school involvement, arts-oriented 
types of activities such as dance and band (Eccles & Barber, 1999; Passmore & French, 
2001; Perkins et al., 2006). Girls also reported that they may experience constraints to 
OST participation such as self-consciousness, shyness, and the need for approval from 
friends; programs that promote less of a competitive environment may be more 
conducive for their participation (Raymore et al., 1994). Males are more likely to report 
participation in sports programs and have limited constraints to their participation (Eccles 
& Barber, 1999; Perkins et al., 2007). In his work comparing both girls and boys using a 
school-based mentoring program, Karcher (2008) found that boys had better 
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academically-related outcomes, whereas girls reported more favorable relationships with 
friends and peers. In programs comprised of both male and female participants in a 
STEM-related OST program, researchers found that there was a difference in STEM 
career mindedness for youth. Price and colleagues (2019) found that participants who 
identified as female reported a much greater increase in STEM career interests than 
males. The interview data from this study suggest that these differences may be due to an 
increase in the number and quality of relationships between female participants and OST 
program staff members (Price et al., 2019).  
In one study examining both race and gender effects for OST program 
participation, Bouffard and colleagues (2006) examined whether demographic 
differences matter in getting youth to participate in OST programs, as well as whether 
differences existed between the number of activities participated in and the amount of 
time spent participating. Results of this study found that differences existed not only in 
absolute participation, but in the number of activities and frequency in which they were 
participated by youth. Researchers also found that although not as strong as income and 
education, there were significant effects for race and gender in OST program 
participation. Black and Hispanic youth were equally or even more likely to participate in 
OST programming, and girls had an overall higher activity participation rate (Bouffard et 
al., 2006). 
Youth-Adult Relationships and Gender 
Studies in formal mentoring programs have found that gender has an important 
effect on the outcomes of program participation when comparing both males and females 
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(Hurd et al., 2012; Liang et al., 2014; Spencer, 2007). When considering gender 
differences in youth-adult relationships, boys have been found to be more likely to 
benefit from engagement in shared activities with men, whereas girls may benefit more 
from relationships with women that include aspects of emotional closeness and self-
disclosure (Belle, 1987; Bogat & Liang, 2005; Darling et al., 2006; Spencer, 2007). 
Rhodes and colleagues (2008) examine the role that gender plays in cultivating youth-
adult relationships using a sample of 1,138 youth from the Big Brothers Big Sisters 
program. Looking at relationships between both parents and mentors, researchers found 
that girls were more likely than boys to have longer mentoring relationships and were less 
satisfied in short and medium-term relationships with their mentor and more satisfied in 
long-term mentoring relationships (Rhodes et al., 2008). Researchers also found that girls 
in long-term mentoring relationships rated the mentoring more helpful than both boys and 
girls in short-term mentoring relationships (Rhodes et al., 2008). Another study found 
that mentored girls had improved academic performance, class work, and completed 
assignments, as well as low levels of misconduct, whereas boys were found to have no 
self-reported improvements (Herrera et al., 2007). 
Expanding on the Rhodes’ (2005) model using a mixed-methods approach, other 
work has been conducted focused on the fostering of social processes or the promotion of 
connection or closeness when specifically considering girl participants in a formal 
mentoring program (Deutsch et al., 2013). Because girls navigate and view relationships 
differently than boys, these mentoring relationships can sometimes pose more of a 
challenge (Arnett, 1999; Bukowski et al., 2018; Deutsch, et al., 2013; Rhodes et al., 
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2008). Findings of this study also reveal that participating female mentors and mentees 
have high satisfaction levels with group mentoring experiences and felt that the social 
processes and connections were present in the group mentoring environment (Deutsch et 
al., 2013). This concept of group mentoring is beneficial for youth who may not be as 
comfortable in a one-on-one setting, or who may also benefit from the experience of 
being simultaneously involved in a peer group (Herrera et al., 2002).  
Considering beneficial outcomes for males, Spencer (2007) examined twelve 
same-sex male pairs of Big Brothers Big Sisters mentor-mentee pairs, specifically 
looking at the intricacies of successful and enduring formal mentoring relationships. 
Findings of the Spencer (2007) study include six main points:  
“(a) the importance of relationships with adult men, (b) mentors’ desire to be 
involved and emotionally connected male role models, (c) the close and enduring nature 
of the connections forged, (d) the ways these relationships provided safe places for 
emotional vulnerability and support (e) how these relationships helped some boys 
manage their feelings of anger more effectively, (f) vacillation on the part of the mentors 
between more or less conventional forms of masculinity in relation to the emotional 
nature of these relationships” (p.189).  
Informal mentoring relationships with important non-parental adults have also 
been found to impact relationship quality when considering effects of gender (Liang et 
al., 2014). Gender socialization is thought to affect boys’ and girls’ relational trajectories 
differently, particularly those with important non-parental adults (Hill & Lynch, 1983, 
Liang et al., 2014). Liang and colleagues (2014) explain that limited research has been 
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conducted looking at differences between genders in informal mentoring relationships 
with important non-parental adults. Available research has found that in informal 
mentoring relationships, adolescent females tend to rate their relationships with a mentor 
higher in terms of quality as compared to males (Liang et al., 2002; Liang et al., 2010; 
Liang et al., 2014). Research has also found that adolescent boys who were in mentoring 
relationships with important non-parental same-sex adults engaged in less problem 
behaviors and had better academic outcomes than those without male role models (Bryant 
& Zimmerman, 2003; Liang et al., 2014).  
In the Johnson and colleagues’ (2016) study examining both race and gender in 
character role models, differences in non-parental adult role models were significant for 
gender, but they found no differences with racial/ethnic identifications. Girls were more 
likely to report a female character role model (Johnson et al., 2016); these findings may 
in part be due to the gender roles in which non-parental adults may play in a youth’s life, 
as well as girls being more likely to connect positively to same-gendered adults. Findings 
from this study imply that a role model’s character may serve as a significant aspect of 
relationship building for youth-adult relationships for females but may not be as 
prominent in male participants.  
As mentioned prior in this section, research in both the OST programming and 
youth-adult relationship fields of study examining youth race and gender effects are 
limited (Liang et al., 2014; Williams & Deutsch, 2017). Although some work is available 
specifically looking at comparisons between Black and White youth, a substantial portion 
of this work partitions out Black youth, and focuses solely on the developmental gains 
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within their homogeneous samples (Hurd et al., 2012; Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Sanchez, 
2016; Zimmerman, 2010). These same methods are also seen when considering gender, 
with researchers choosing to focus their studies on their female or male youth only 
(Bryant & Zimmerman, 2003; Deutsch et al., 2013; Eccles & Barber, 1999; Perkins, 
2007; Price et al., 2009; Spencer, 2007). Because of the limited available work looking 
specifically at effects within a diverse sample of youth, this study aims to contribute 
greatly to this area of research, comparing both Black and White, as well as male and 
female youth in their OST program participation and relationship building with important 
non-parental adults in their lives.  
Summary 
As explained throughout this literature review, OST participation has been found 
to lead to positive and beneficial outcomes for youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Hansen 
et al., 2003; Larson, 2000; Tirrell et al., 2019). Beneficial outcomes include but are not 
limited to: goal-setting, problem solving, time management, skill-building activities, 
positive relationships with peers and adults, opportunities for leadership, and community 
contribution (Hanson et al., 2003; Tirrell et al., 2019). As mentioned in this review, 
research examining gains in positive developmental outcomes such as academic 
achievement (Hynes & Sanders, 2011) and character development (Hanson et al., 2003) 
are common within this field of study, as they serve as essential components to maintain 
for OST funding and policy-driving decision making (Durlak et al., 2010; Hynes & 
Sanders, 2011; Vandell, 2013; Woodland, 2008).  
 51 
Zarrett and colleagues’ (2009) work further reiterates the importance for youth in 
gaining beneficial outcomes from OST programming, but makes the argument that a 
variety of program participation activities contributes to a holistic and well-rounded 
individual. This study builds upon what has already been determined as positive 
developmental outcomes in OST programming. By examining the impact that specific 
participation patterns play on the developmental outcomes of youth, I uncover more 
detailed information about what specific benefits are attained from participating in OST 
programs. These findings can add to understanding how OST participation for youth can 
lead to beneficial outcomes, specifically: is OST participation related to relationships 
with important non-parental adults, and also does OST participation lend to allowing for 
youth to see differences in PYD outcomes.  
This literature review provides the background and justification for the research 
questions posed in this study. Research from numerous perspectives indicates that PYD 
goals can be advanced through strong relationships with non-parental adults (Bowers et 
al., 2012, 2014, 2016; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner et al., 2005, 2014; Vandell, 
2013). Research from this review also indicates the importance of OST programming for 
further gains in PYD outcomes, particularly through participation in a variety of 
programming experiences (Hansen et al., 2003; Peck et al., 2013; Zarrett et al., 2009). 
The aim of my study is to evaluate the ways in which these relations can be enhanced by 
examining: (1) OST programming as a way of accessing important non-parental 
relationships; (2) the Rhodes’ (2005) model for evaluating the diverse ways in which 
important non-parental relationships can help promote PYD outcomes; (3) the multiple 
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processes through which this relationship should occur; and (4) the ways that youth 
race/ethnicity and gender might moderate those processes. By knowing these processes, 
we can understand how to maximize the benefits of OST programs and youth-adult 




















About the Study 
The aim of this study was twofold: (1) to better understand the impact of OST 
programming on PYD outcomes and youth-adult relationships, and (2) to test the 
Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring Model using a sample of youth who indicated that they 
had an important non-parental adult in their lives. Testing of the Rhodes’ (2005) model 
includes examining the indirect and direct effects of youth relationships with important 
non-parental adults on social-emotional skills, peer relationships, and PYD outcomes. 
The South Carolina study of PYD focused on measuring key features of PYD and 
examining the role of developmental assets in promoting PYD and reducing problem and 
risk behaviors during adolescence for South Carolina youth. The data included in this 
study were derived from the larger study examining PYD outcomes, as well as health and 
general well-being for South Carolina youth. The purpose of the larger study was to 
examine the applicability of a psychometrically sound and comprehensive measure of 
adolescent positive development, The Five Cs of PYD (Lerner et al., 2015), to a 
population of youth in South Carolina public schools. 
The data used in the present study were collected between 2015 and 2016. This 
project was reviewed and approved through the Clemson University Institutional Review 
Board (approval # IRB2014-429). The data for this study came from the South Carolina 
Study of PYD, examining positive youth development among elementary and middle 
school students in the state. In order to examine associations for the purpose of this study, 
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I only analyzed data from Black and White youth in 7th and 8th grades. Other racial or 
ethnic groups were not included due to the respective samples being too small for 
analytic purposes.  
Procedures 
From 2015 to 2016, middle school youth residing in South Carolina were 
surveyed on PYD outcomes, contextual assets, and general well-being. Researchers 
systematically selected middle school youth and OST program sites that, based on U.S. 
Census data, were in low-income regions with racially and ethnically diverse populations. 
For the larger study, a total of 824 students at 10 different sites completed the 
questionnaire, with a response rate at each site ranging between 13% to 100% (Larson et 
al., 2018). The survey instrument was completed in either paper format or through an 
online Qualtrics survey (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) with trained study staff on hand. In both 
modalities, youth completed the survey in a group setting with peers present and 
submitted the survey to the study staff or through the online portal once they were 
finished.  
First, the study staff received training on the protection of human subjects; they 
were also current or former teachers familiar with youth settings. Second, the study staff 
provided assurances of anonymity to participants. Finally, appropriate classroom 
management techniques were implemented during the administration of the surveys so 
that youth completed the surveys on their own; talking among youth during survey 
administration was not permitted. The survey instrument measured many different 
aspects associated with youth development as part of the larger study. Parents were 
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informed of the study design and the study’s intention via consent forms, which were 
required to be returned with signatures for youth participation. The total survey 
completion time averaged at about 30 minutes, and youth who successfully completed the 
survey were given an incentive of a $5 gift card. 
Sample Participants 
The data from the larger South Carolina Study of PYD consists of a convenience 
sample totaling of 824 youth (56.1% female) who completed questionnaires during the 
2015-2016 academic year. Participants ranged in age from 9 to 19 (M=13, SD=1.56). 
Youth were predominately White (55.4%) or Black (30.5%), with smaller samples of 
Latinx (5.1%), Multiethnic, (2.2%), American Indian and Native American (1.6%) and 
Asian American (1.6%) youth participating. Responding youth in the 7th and 8th grades 
who were between 10 and 15 years old (M=13.32, SD=.703), and were either Black 
(71.3%) or White (83.3%) are the majority of this convenience sample. For this 
dissertation, the focus is on the 7th and 8th grade, Black and White youth only (N=462, 
54.1% female); because other racial/ethnics groups collected during this study were too 
small for analytic purposes, I determined that this would be the most ideal age and 
racial/ethnic groups to analyze. The sample and measures described below only include 
the aspects of the larger study that are relevant to the present study.  
Measures 
Complete item sets from all measures can be found in Appendix A. All study 
instruments were derived from prior empirical studies examining similar constructs in 
PYD research. Scales were selected based on interest of researchers in the study and 
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interest in the intended outcomes, and were selected based on their relative brevity, 
evidence of reliability and validity, and support for their use with diverse populations of 
youth. As the present study is a secondary data analysis of an existing data, items and 
scales were selected that most well-aligned with the constructs identified in the Rhodes’ 
(2005) youth mentoring model.  
Participation in Activities 
Students were asked to indicate their involvement in various activities, because 
the various activities in which youth spend their time can indicate productive engagement 
and be indicative of their potential contributions to society (Lerner, 2004; Mahoney et al., 
2005; Sherrod et al., 2002). Specifically, students were asked to indicate if they were 
involved in various clubs, groups, or activities grouped into the following seven 
categories: 4-H Camp, Community Programs, Community Sports/Physical Activities, 
Arts, Service Activities, Other Activities, Religious Activities, and School Activities. 
Participants were instructed to identify activities that they were participating in during the 
school year or the upcoming summer. In addition, participants were asked to indicate the 
frequency of their participation in the various activities with options ranging from 0 = 
never to 5 = every day. 
Presence of an Important Non-Parental Adult  
 To determine if youth have significant relationships with adults in their lives, I 
used an item derived from the Monitoring the Future (MTF, 2000) study, and asked 
participants “Other than your parents, is there at least one other adult you would feel able 
to talk to if you were having problems in your life?” The response options are 0 = no, 1 = 
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yes, for at least some of my problems, 2 = yes, for most or all problems. Presence of an 
important non-parental adult will be defined as any youth who indicates a 1 or a 2 on this 
question. 
Emotional Closeness with an Important Non-parental Adult  
To measure emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult, items 
derived from the Social Support and Rejection Scale were used (SSRS; Roffman et 
al., 2001). These items assess participants’ positive and negative interactions with 
their important non-parental adult. These questions are from a 4-item Emotional 
Closeness subscale. The Emotional Closeness subscale assesses how often a 
respondent discusses personal or emotionally charged issues with his or her important 
non-parental adult. This subscale was chosen for this study because it has been found 
to be a valid measure for assessing relationships between youth and important non-
parental adults and was the most consistent predictor of PYD outcomes among 
dimensions of youth-adult relationship quality (Bowers et al., 2012). An example item 
from this subscale is “I tell this person things that are very private.” Participants 
indicated how often each statement accurately described their important non-parental 
adult, with responses ranging from 1 = never to 5 = always. A composite score for 
these four items was created by calculating means for responding youth. The 
Cronbach’s alpha for the emotional closeness scale was .85 for this study. 
Social Competence 
Social Competence was measured using the two items that comprise the social 
competence subscale of the Five Cs of PYD – Short Form (Geldhof et al., 2014). The 
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approach to PYD used by Lerner and colleagues (2005) employed several measures to 
index PYD, which is operationalized through the assessment of the Five Cs—
competence, confidence, character, connection and caring (Bowers et al., 2012; Lerner et 
al., 2005). Competence is defined as a positive view of one’s action in domain-specific 
areas including social, physical, and academic domains. The competence subscale from 
the PYD – Short form is composed of six items. Social competence is measured using the 
two items “I have a lot of friends” and “I am popular with others my age.” Youth are 
asked to indicate their level of agreement with each question ranging from 5 = strongly 
agree to 1 = strongly disagree. A composite score for these two items was created by 
calculating means for responding youth. The Cronbach’s alpha for the social competence 
scale was .85 for this study. 
Intentional Self-Regulation  
 Questions regarding intentional self-regulation were based on the Selection, 
Optimization, and Compensation (SOC) model of intentional self-regulation (Freund & 
Baltes, 2002). Elective Selection (S) represents the development of preferences or goals 
and the construction of a goal hierarchy and the commitment to one or a small set of 
goals. Optimization (O) refers to the acquisition, deployment, and refinement of goal-
relevant means to achieve one’s goals. Compensation (C) refers to the use of alternative 
means to maintain a given level of functioning or achieve a goal when initial goal-
relevant means are no longer available. The SOC scale comprises of six items, with 
response format ranges from 1 = hardly ever true to 5 = almost always true. Questions 
ask items such as “I am good at making plans” and “When I am having trouble, I ask for 
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help.” A composite score for these six items was created by calculating means for 
responding youth. The Cronbach’s alpha for the intentional self-regulation scale was .76 
for this study. 
Peer Relationships  
Relationships with peers was measured using two items that comprise the peer 
connection subscale from the Five Cs of PYD-Short Form (Geldhof et al., 2014). 
Connection involves a positive bond with people that are reflected in healthy, 
bidirectional exchanges between youth and their family, neighborhood, school, and peers, 
(Geldhof et al., 2015). The full connection subscale is composed of eight items. The peer 
connection subscale includes the questions “I feel my friends are good friends,” and “My 
friends care about me.” Items ask for youth to indicate their level of agreement with each 
question ranging from 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree. A composite score for 
these two items was created by calculating means for responding youth. The Cronbach’s 
Alpha for the intentional self-regulation scale was .82 for this study. 
Academic Achievement 
Academic achievement was measured using the two items that comprise the 
academic competence subscale from the PYD – Short Form scale. Youth are asked to 
respond to the items “I am just as smart as others my age,” and “I do/did very well in 
school.” Youth indicated their level of agreement with each question ranging from 5 = 
strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree. A composite score for these two items was 
created by calculating means for responding youth. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the 
academic achievement scale was .53 for this study. 
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Character 
Character was measured using the eight items from the character subscale from 
the Five Cs of PYD – Short Form (Geldhof et al., 2014). Character involves respect for 
societal and cultural rules, possession of standards for correct behaviors, a sense of right 
and wrong, and integrity (Geldhof et al., 2015). For this study, character was measured 
using eight items from the character PYD subscale. Four items assessing personal values 
and social conscience ask respondents to determine how important each of the following 
is in your life? with questions such as “Helping to make the world a better place,” and 
“Doing what I believe is right, even if my friends make fun of me.” Youth indicated their 
level of agreement with each question ranging from 1 = not important to 5 = extremely 
important. Valuing diversity is assessed via two items in which youth are asked to “Think 
about the people who know you well. How do you think they would rate you on each of 
these?” with responses ranging from 1 = Not at all like me to 5 = Very much like me. An 
example item was “Enjoying being with people who are of a different race than I am.” 
Finally, moral conduct was measured through two items in which youth indicated their 
level of agreement with each question ranging from 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly 
disagree. An example item was “I usually act the way I know I am supposed to.” A 
composite score for these eight items was created by calculating means for responding 
youth. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the character scale was .70 for this study. 
Data Analysis 
 To test hypotheses in this dissertation, three main analyses methods were utilized. 
To test hypotheses for Research Question 1A and 1B, descriptive statistics were 
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conducted and analyzed. A latent profile analysis of the activity participation variables 
was then conducted to determine OST profile prediction of youth based on self-reported 
participation in OST activities. Research Questions 1C-F were answered through a series 
of analyses following the latent profile analysis to determine if the independent variable 
(OST participation profile membership) was related to the dependent variables (having an 
important non-parental adult, character, and academic achievement), with consideration 
for the interactions of race and gender. Testing methods included examining descriptive 
statistics, multinomial logistic regression, and analyses of variances (ANOVAs). 
Research Questions 2 and 3 and their included sub questions were addressed 
through a full model path analysis (see Figure 4.2). Research Question 2 examined if the 
independent exogenous variable (emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult) was related to the endogenous dependent positive outcome variables (intentional 
self-regulation, social competence, academic achievement, and character). Research 
Question 3 examined if the relationships between the independent endogenous variable 
(emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult) and dependent endogenous 
variables (intentional self-regulation, social competence, academic achievement, and 
character) were mediated by peer relationships. Descriptive statistics and additional 
testing methods were conducted using SPSS Version 23 (IBM, Inc., 2021).  
Prior to running the analyses, I tested for outliers using SPSS software and the 
Malhanobis Distance analysis, which is a multivariate outlier analysis. No cases tested at 
a significant level for being outliers, so no additional cases were removed from the data 
set at this time. Testing for missing data within the set of cases revealed that there were 
 62 
582 points of missing data, accounting to .023% of the total data points. Latent profile 
analysis methods are most effective when there are no missing data points (Ferguson et 
al., 2020). To ensure the most effective results, 14 cases from the larger dataset were 
eliminated due to survey respondents skipping the entire OST activity participation 
question, resulting in the final sample of 462 cases. Because the design of the activity 
participation question asked respondents to decipher time spent participating in a 
multitude of different activity options (0 = never to 5 = every day), it was appropriate to 
deduce that any missing data for individual activities from the 462 cases could be 
replaced with a zero. For the second portion of this study using path analysis methods, 
any missing data was identified and labeled as missing. Composite scores for scales using 
in this portion of the study took into consideration the missing data and were calculated 
accordingly (see descriptions of measures above).  
Latent Profile Analysis 
Mplus Version 6 was used to conduct latent profile analysis (LPA) profiles. 
Ferguson and colleagues (2020) explain that LPA is a “…technique used for recovering 
hidden groups in the data by obtaining the probability that the individuals belong to 
different groups” (p. 458). Through the examination of the distributions of groups, 
researchers can determine if the distributions of the groups are meaningful (Ferguson et 
al., 2020). Similar to structural equation modeling methods where researchers fit a 
conceptual model to identify the best fitting models, LPA follows through an iterative 
modeling process to identify the number of profiles to retain and fits a covariate model to 
determine the impact of other variables in the study, or the prediction of profile 
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membership (Byrne, 2006; Ferguson et al., 2020). Latent profile and latent class analysis 
are person-centered approaches to latent variable analysis, and are in the same 
classification as cluster analysis and mixture modeling (Bergman et al., 2003; Ferguson et 
al., 2020); however, latent class analysis is used when variables are discrete, whereas 
latent profile analysis is conducted when variables are continuous.  
Through the use of LPA, I was able to determine predicted profiles of OST 
activity participation from responding youth on the following activities: 4-H; Academic 
Clubs; Arts and Crafts; Band/Music; Big Brother/Big Sister or Other Mentoring 
Programs; Church Youth Group; School Government; Mentoring Other Students/Peer 
Advising; Other Youth Programs (Boy or Girl Scouts, Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCA); 
Outdoor Activities in Parks or Other Natural Areas; Sports; and Volunteering your Time. 
This analysis was conducted using the CLASSES command to specify the number of 
profiles within the data set to estimate in the model, as well as specifying the analysis 
type as MIXTURE. TECH11 and TECH14 were also included in the Mplus syntax to 
evaluate model fit tests.  
Suggested methods of model retention state that studies commonly have 
determined the best fitting model theoretically and statistically after five or six models 
(Ferguson et al., 2020; Masyin 2013; Tein et al., 2013). Each model is then compared 
against the prior model in order to determine the appropriate number of profiles for the 
data (Ferguson et al., 2020; Marsh et al., 2009). Typically, decisions on retention in a 
LPA model is determined through the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), the Sample-
Adjusted BIC (SABIC), and Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) (Ferguson et al., 2020; 
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Marsh et al., 2013; Masyn, 2013; Tein et al., 2013). When comparing iterative models, 
BIC, SABIC, and AIC which are lower than the previous model commonly show better 
fit. However, these lower values are relative; attention should be also be given to the 
magnitude of the difference (Ferguson et al., 2020; Masyn, 2013). Entropy, a measure of 
how well each LPA model partitions into the data profile, can range from 0 to 1 with 
higher values representing better fit (Ferguson et al., 2020; Tein et al., 2013). 
Additionally, the Lo, Mendell, and Rubin (LMR) test can be used to compare models, 
similarly to the X2 difference test in other types of modeling analyses. The LMR test 
assists in determining when additional models are not improving the model fit, so a 
nonsignificant LMR test suggests that the more parsimonious model is the better fitting 
and more representing model for the data (Ferguson et al., 2020; Lo et al., 2001; Marsh et 
al., 2009; Masyn, 2013; Tein et al., 2013). Alternatively to the LMR, the bootstrap 
likelihood ratio (BLMR) test can be used to evaluate the fit of the model compared to a 
model with one less profile (k-1), with a statistically significant BLRT indicating that the 
current model is a better fit than the k-1 profile. Model retention decisions for the LPA in 
this analysis utilize all of the mentioned model retention decisions and are described 
further in the following chapter.  
To assess whether profile membership predicted PYD outcomes in Research 
Question 1, subsequent analyses were conducted using SPSS version 23. Descriptive 
statistics, crosstabulations, and multinomial logistic regression were used to determine 
whether OST participation profile membership predicted likelihood of having an 
important non-parental adult. Four 2x5 analyses of variances (ANOVAs) were also 
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conducted to examine the relation between OST participation profile membership and 
academic achievement and character as well as to examine whether these relations were 
moderated by youth race and gender.  
Path Analysis 
 The path analysis portion of this study was conducted using Mplus version 6 
(Mplus, 2021). Because regression analysis sometimes provides less than ideal results 
using a default model, path analysis methods may be used to specify a model and the 
relationships between the variables (Kline, 2016; Suhr, 2008). Considered a special case 
of structural equation modeling, path analysis contains only observed variables, and 
assumes that all variables are measured without error (Suhr, 2008). Simply put by 
Brannick (n.d.), “Path analysis is just a series of regressions applied sequentially to the 
data” (Brannick, n.d.). Similar to regression analyses, both are based on linear statistical 
models and are considered valid if certain assumptions are met. However, path analysis 
differs from regression in that: (1) is it highly flexible and comprehensive, (2) it specifies 
a unique model, (3) it utilizes a multivariate technique specifying relationships between 
observed variables, (4) it allows researchers to determine the imperfect nature of their 
measures, (5) it provides straightforward significance testing methods to determine group 
differences, relationships between variables, or the amount of explained variance, and (6) 
it provides a convenient and understandable graphical language for interpretation by the 
researcher (Suhr, 2008). This analysis was conducted using a general ANALYSIS 
command in Mplus, as well as including MLR for the ESTIMATOR command. TECH1 
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and TECH3 were also included in the syntax to evaluate Monte Carlo mediation and 
direct and indirect effects.  
In this study, relationships were hypothesized to be unidirectional, with the flow 
of causality from one variable to another in only one direction, with a covariate 
relationship specified between two different sets of the endogenous variables (intentional 
self-regulation and social competence, academic achievement and character). Path 
analysis methods were also utilized to examine if relationships with peers moderated the 
relationships between the predictor variable and the outcome variables. According to 
Kline (1998), an adequate sample size for conducting a path analysis should be 10 times 
the amount of specified parameters, however the best sample size should be 20 times the 
number of parameters. With a total of 27 free parameters estimated in this model, the 
sample size (N=462) is adequate and appropriate for the use of a path analysis method. 
Initial testing methods for this portion of the analysis intended to test each path 
individually, however it was found that more theoretically appropriate and robust 
findings would be revealed should the analysis be conducted all at one time as a full 
model.  
 Following a screening for outliers and missingness, the model fit for testing the 
Rhodes’ (2005) Model of Youth Mentoring was determined using a path analysis 
technique. The structure of the hypothesized model was examined using the endogenous 
independent (predictor) variable emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult, and the endogenous dependent (outcome) variables (i.e., intentional self-regulation, 
social competence, academic achievement, character). To address convergent validity, 
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discriminant validity, and to ensure the closest observed covariance matrix to the implied 
covariance matrix values, estimated parameters were conducted using a full information 
maximum likelihood technique (Ferron & Hess, 2007). To assess the path model, the 
Chi-Square (X2), Comparative Fit Indices (CFI), Standardized Root Mean Residuals 
(SRMR), and Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were examined. The 
CFI test statistic assumes that both the observed and implied models are uncorrelated, and 
compares the covariances of these models; CFI statistic values can range between 0 and 
1, with values closer to 1 indicating better fit (Hooper et al., 2008). The X2 and SRMR are 
absolute fit indices which indicate the model that offers the best data fit. Values closer to 
zero within SRMR indicates good fit; .00 would denote a perfect fit for SRMR (Hooper 
et al., 2008; Weston & Gore, 2006). When conducting a full model path analysis, the 
RMSEA will correct for complexity within the model; when more than one model 
appropriately fits the data, the RMSEA will identify the best fitting model regarding 
parameter estimates (Hooper et al., 2008; Weston & Gore, 2006). Some research suggests 
that a limit of .07 demonstrates good fit when using the RMSEA (Steiger, 2007). Model 
retention decisions for this analysis utilize all of the mentioned model retention decisions 
and are described further in the following chapter.  
To test simple mediation in the path model, I used the Monte Carlo Method for 
Assessing Mediation (MCMAM; Selig & Preacher, 2008). The Monte Carlo method for 
assessing mediation assumes that parameters a and b are normally distributed, using 
parameter estimates and their associated asymptotic variances and covariances. Random 
draws from a joint distribution of the tested parameters are simulated and repeated 20,000 
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times, resulting in a distribution of values used to estimate a confidence interval around 











This chapter presents the descriptive statistics of the sample, results of the latent 
profile analysis predicting OST program profile membership, tests of the relations 
between profile membership and the outcomes of interest, and the path analysis testing 
the Rhodes’ (2005) Model of Youth Mentoring. Descriptive statistics were used to 
answer the first two subsections of Research Question 1, followed by a latent profile 
analysis examining the probability of profile membership based on OST activity 
participation. For the following four subsections of Research Question 1, subsequent 
analyses were conducted examining the relationships between OST program participation 
profiles and the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult, academic 
achievement, and character. For both Research Questions 2 and 3, one full path analysis 
was conducted. The path analysis examined the relations between emotional closeness 
with an important non-parental adult and positive outcomes in youth (i.e., intentional 
self-regulation, social competence, academic achievement, character), as well as if 
intentional self-regulation, social competence, and positive relationships with peers 
mediate these relationships.  
 Descriptive statistics for the constructs of OST activity participation, emotional 
closeness with an important non-parental adult, intentional self-regulation, social 
competence, positive relationships with peers, academic achievement, and character are 
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represented in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2. As can be seen in the tables, both male and 
female youth had relatively high mean scores (ranging from 0 = lowest mean scores to 5 
= highest mean scores) for the PYD outcome variables listed above, as well as high levels 
of OST activity participation for items such as Sports, Church Youth Group, and Outdoor 
Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas. Independent t-tests did not identify any 
significantly differences in the means between males and females. 
 




Frequency Mean SD Frequency Mean SD 
4-H 250 .29 .848 212 .46 1.013 
Academic Clubs 250 1.06 1.464 212 .87 1.334 
Arts and Crafts 250 1.49 1.839 212 .75 1.330 
Band/Music 250 1.93 2.190 212 1.29 1.920 
Big Brother/Big 
Sister or Other 
Mentoring Program 
250 .73 1.536 212 .56 1.335 
Church Youth Group 250 2.37 1.752 212 2.36 1.613 




250 .91 1.467 212 .77 1.430 
Other Youth 
Programs (Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts, 
Boys and Girls Club, 
YMCA) 
250 .77 1.438 212 .67 1.355 
Outdoor Activities in 
Parks and Other 
Natural Areas 
250 1.93 1.807 212 2.48 1.975 
Sports 250 2.76 1.890 212 3.28 1.853 
Volunteering your 
Time 
250 1.69 1.618 212 1.94 1.657 
Note.  OST Activity Scale is in Likert format, with response options: 0 (Never), 1 
(Once or month or less), 2 (A couple times a month), 3 (Once a week), 4 (A few times a 





Research Question 1: OST Activity Participation: Is OST participation related to 
the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult, academic achievement, 
and character in South Carolina youth? 
 
RQ1A: What OST activities are most commonly participated in by youth? 
RQ1B: Does chosen OST activity participation differ across youth race and gender?  
 To determine which OST activities are most frequently participated in by youth, I 
created five different frequency tables. Table 4.3 presents the total sample’s frequency 






Mean SD Frequency Mean SD 
Emotional Closeness 
with an Important 
Non-Parental Adult 
207 3.46 1.046 177 3.21 1.070 
Intentional Self-
Regulation 
248 3.77 .702 211 3.964 .621 
Social Competence 249 3.49 .905 209 3.94 .888 
Relationships with 
Peers 
249 4.20 .924 210 4.21 .785 
Academic 
Achievement 
247 4.16 .623 209 4.12 .703 
Character 250 4.08 .630 210 4.01 .700 
Note.    Outcome variables computed through the use of composite scores for 
emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult, ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 
(Always). Outcome variables computed through the use of composite scores for 
intentional self-regulation, ranging from 1 (Hardly Ever True) to 5 (Almost Always 
True). Outcome variables computed through the use of composite scores for social 
competence, relationships with peers, and academic achievement, ranging from 1 
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  Outcome variables computed through the 
use of composite scores for character, ranging from 1 (Not Important) to 5 (Extremely 
Important).   
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counts for each of the 12 OST activities in which youth could select, as well as the 
percentage of youth indicating that they participated in that activity based on the total 
sample. Table 4.4 presents the frequency of means for OST activities participated in by 
youth, as well as the percentage of participation. OST activity participation frequency 
options ranged from 1 = never to 5 = every day. Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 present the 
overall frequency of OST activity participation by youth partitioned out by race (Black 
and White, Table 4.5) and gender (male and female, Table 4.6) for each of the 12 OST 
activities. Table 4.7 presents the frequency of OST activity participation by number of 
total activities participated in by youth, as well as frequency counts broken down by race 
and gender. Due to the small number of youth in some activities, tests to examine 
whether race and gender were related to frequency of activity participation were not 
possible. However, I did test whether average level of participation differed across race 
and gender, 2 (gender) x 2 (race) analysis of variance (ANOVA). There were no 
significant effects for gender F(1, 458) = 2.732,  p = .099 or race (F(1, 458) = .003, p = 
.956). The interaction between gender and race was also nonsignificant (F(1, 458) = .202, 
p = .654), indicating that there is no differences in mean OST activity participation for 
youth based on race or gender.  
Overall, South Carolina youth reported low rates of participation in the 12 OST 
activities; outside of Sports, frequency counts for the “never” option were most 
commonly selected for OST activities (see Table 4.3 for more information). When 
analyzed by means, Sports were the OST activity most participated in, followed by 
Church Youth Group, and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas. As can 
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be seen in Table 4.4, youth reported that they participate in Sports about once a week (M 
= 3.0), and participate in Church Youth Group (M = 2.37) and Outdoor Activities in 
Parks and Other Natural Areas (M = 2.18) a little less than biweekly.  
 
Table 4.3 
Frequency Table of OST Activity Participation (N = 462) 

























































































































































































Note. OST Activity Scale is in Likert format, with response options: 0 (Never), 1 (Once 
or month or less), 2 (A couple times a month), 3 (Once a week), 4 (A few times a week), 
and 5 (Every Day). 
 
Table 4.4 
Frequency Table of Means for OST Activity Participation 
Activity Mean S.D. 
Sports 3.00 1.888 
Church Youth Group 2.37 1.688 
Outdoor Activities in parks 
and other natural areas 
2.18 1.904 
Volunteering your time 1.81 1.639 
Band/Music 1.64 2.093 
Arts and Crafts 1.15 1.665 




Other youth Programs (Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts, Boys 
and Girls Club, YMCA) 
.72 1.400 
Big Brother/Big Sister or 
Other Mentoring Program 
.65 1.448 
School Government .53 1.254 
4-H .37 .931 
Note. OST Activity Scale is in Likert format, with 
response options: 0 (Never), 1 (Once or month or less), 2 
(A couple times a month), 3 (Once a week), 4 (A few 
times a week), and 5 (Every Day). 
 
Table 4.5 presents the overall frequency of OST activities participated in by both 
Black and White youth. Although both groups had the highest rate of participation of 
“never” for all 12 OST activities, Black youth had high frequencies of participation in 
 75 
Band/Music, Church Youth Group, and Sports. White youth had similar OST activity 
participation frequencies, with participation in Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other 
Natural Areas (See Table 4.5 for more information).  
Table 4.6 presents the overall frequency of OST activities participated in by both 
male and female youth. Although both groups had the highest rate of participation of 
“never” for all 12 OST activities, male youth had high frequencies of participation in 
Band/Music, Church Youth Group, and Sports, while female youth had high participation 
frequencies in Church Youth Group, Sports and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other 
Natural Areas (See Table 4.6 for more information). It is interesting to note that when 
examining youth by categories of race and gender, most youth indicated high 
participation rates of Band/Music, with many stating that they participated in this OST 
activity “a few times a week” or “every day.” This may be due to youth misunderstanding 
the survey question and stating that they are involved in Band/Music every day due to 
being enrolled in a band or music class in school. 
The average number of the 12 OST activities participated in by South Carolina 
youth was 5.42. As can be seen in Table 4.7, the mode for OST activities participated in 
for the entire sample of youth was six activities. For male youth, the mode for OST 
activities participated in was six activities, and for female youth the mode for OST 
activities participated in was bimodal (four and five activities). For Black youth, the 
mode for OST activities participated in was five, and for White youth, the mode for OST 






Overall Frequency of Total OST Activity Participation by Youth Partitioned by Race 
 OST Activities 
































































Never 123 90 89 64 107 43 112 85 92 53 32 47 
Once a Month or 
Less 
5 17 15 9 8 10 7 13 12 17 6 19 
Couple Times a 
Month 
7 17 12 13 10 25 8 15 14 18 16 24 
Once a Week 6 7 9 6 6 18 6 11 8 15 9 14 
Couple Times a 
Week 
0 6 10 8 4 33 4 8 6 22 30 18 
Every Day 3 7 9 44 8 15 7 12 12 19 51 22 
White Youth 
Never 256 182 178 190 255 71 259 225 247 90 60 89 
Once a Month or 
Less 
31 41 43 26 15 26 19 29 18 42 20 77 
Couple Times a 
Month 
14 38 28 10 11 41 13 30 20 46 39 59 
Once a Week 11 31 24 21 10 79 10 13 13 28 34 40 
Couple Times a 
Week 
4 20 15 13 12 78 7 10 12 51 79 37 









Overall Frequency of Total OST Activity Participation by Youth Partitioned by Gender 
 OST Activities 
































































Never 214 140 122 121 193 66 199 158 179 82 55 80 
Once a Month or 
Less 
17 35 37 21 12 19 17 30 17 42 20 55 
Couple Times a 
Month 
10 27 21 14 11 35 7 24 22 35 32 41 
Once a Week 4 24 19 12 6 40 10 14 9 25 24 30 
Couple Times a 
Week 
2 15 19 12 10 67 4 12 11 35 60 25 
Every Day 3 9 32 70 18 23 13 12 12 31 59 19 
Female Youth 
Never 165 132 145 133 169 48 172 152 160 61 37 56 
Once a Month or 
Less 
19 23 21 14 11 17 9 12 13 17 6 41 
Couple Times a 
Month 
11 28 19 9 10 31 14 21 12 29 23 42 
Once a Week 13 14 14 15 6 57 6 10 12 18 19 24 
Couple Times a 
Week 
2 11 6 9 5 44 7 6 7 38 49 30 

























0 13 9 4 2 9 
1 21 10 11 8 13 
2 37 20 17 13 24 
3 45 22 23 14 31 
4 60 25 35 19 41 
5 73 38 35 21 52 
6 74 43 31 20 54 
7 37 23 14 12 25 
8 38 20 18 10 28 
9 18 13 5 4 14 
10 20 13 7 6 14 
11 12 9 3 3 9 
12 14 5 9 10 4 
Youth Total 462 250 212 144 318 
Note. Numbers in bold represent the most frequent number of OST activities 



























Conducting the Latent Profile Analysis  
 Prior to answering research questions 1C through 1F, I conducted a latent profile analysis 
with maximum likelihood estimation. Models with one to six profiles were estimated; I 
determined that an initial exploratory estimation of six profiles was most appropriate based on 
the model fit indices. Often LPA studies have found the best fitting model theoretically and 
statistically after five or six comparisons of models (Ferguson, 2020), which was the case for this 
analysis as well. Model selection was guided by the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the 
Bayesian information criterion (BIC), the Lo-Mendell-Ruben test (LMR), and the Bootstrap 
Likelihood Ratio Difference Test (BLRT), as well as model stability, interpretability, and 
parsimony (Witherspoon, 2019). The final model solution that best approximated the data was 
selected based on theory and model fit indices. The five model retention for OST activity 
participation in this study is also supported by the previously conducted research and the derived 
theories thus far in prior OST activity participation studies (Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Peck et al., 
2009; Zarrett et al., 2009). A summary of the model fit information and model selection criteria 
are shown in Table 4.8. The AIC and the BIC were not minimized and continued to decrease as 
additional classes were added until the 6th model. The LMR suggested a 5-profile model, while 
the BLRT remained significant for all tested models. The 5-profile model showed greater profile 
separation compared to the other models and had the most interpretable results, thus I selected 





Model Fit Information and Selection Criteria for Latent Profile Analysis 













1 10228.006 20504.012 20603.265 20527.096 --- --- --- --- --- --- 
2 -9775.488 19624.976 19777.991 19660.563 0.98 10.82% 0.0111 2>1 <0.001 2>1 
3 -9759.381 19355.655 19562.434 19403.747 0.92 10.39% 0.0551 3<2 <0.001 3>2 
4 -9490.674 19107.347 19367.888 19167.942 0.98 5.41% 0.1854 4<3 <0.001 4>3 
5 -9291.812 18734.365 19048.668 18807.464 0.94 4.43% 0.0026 5>4 <0.001 5>4 
6 -9350.819 18879.637 19247.702 18965.24 0.89 3.47% 0.7531 6<5 <0.001 6<5 
Note. Dashes indicate criterion was not applicable. Bold font indicated selected model. AIC = Akaike information criteria, 
BIC = Bayesian information criterion, SABIC = sample-adjusted BIC, LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin Test, BLRT = bootstrap 





The five-model profile is detailed in Table 4.9. The means and standard deviations of the 
OST activity selections used to create the profiles are presented for each model. Figure 4.1 
depicts the OST activity participation means partitioned by profile membership. 
Table 4.9 
Five-Profile Model Results 
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Note. Values representing highest positive response are all included in the Highly 
Involved group.  
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Figure 4.1 


































































































OST Activity Participation Means
Profile 1: Low Involvement
Profile 2: Mentored Youth
Profile 3: Palmetto Youth
Profile 4: Academic Oriented




Profile 1 contains, on average, youth with the lowest level of participation in OST 
activities with 136, labeled “Low Involvement” youth. Profile 2 contains 34 youth who were the 
only group who mentioned high participation in mentoring programs, as well as being slightly 
involved with most OST activities with the exception or 4-H and school government, and are 
labeled “Mentored Youth.” Profile 3 included 233 youth who showed high levels of participation 
in Sports, Church Youth Group, and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas. 
Because Profile 3 is the largest and most representative of ‘typical activities’ participated in by 
South Carolina youth from this sample, this profile was labeled “Palmetto youth.” The Palmetto 
tree has been historically used to represent the state, is the official state tree of South Carolina, 
and is even nicknamed “The Palmetto State” (Johnson, 2021). I decided to name Profile 3 
“Palmetto Youth” as this group is most representative of the ‘typical activities’ participated in by 
youth in the state of South Carolina. Profile 4 included 39 youth who reported high levels of 
sports, church youth groups, and outdoor activities, but had the highest level of involvement in 
school government and the second highest involvement in academic clubs, and thus were labeled 
as “Academic Oriented.” Profile 5 included 20 youth who reported that they were actively 
participating in most OST activities, and are labeled as “Highly Involved.” It is important to note 
that the Highly Involved group may consist of youth who may not have actually participated in 
all the OST activity options, and would be instead considered high responders for this survey 
question (i.e., selecting a response of 5 = every day for OST activity participation options in this 
survey question) (see Table 4.9 and Table 4.11 for more information).  
 
RQ1C: Does OST participation profile membership predict the likelihood of having an 




RQ1D: Is the relationship between participation profiles and the presence of an important 
non-parental adult moderated by youth race and gender?  
To determine if OST participation profile membership predicted the likelihood of youth 
having an important non-parental adult in their lives, I conducted a combination of descriptive 
statistics, as well as a multinomial logistic regression with OST participation profile membership 
as the main predictor, and race and gender as the covariates. The logistic regression was 
analyzed by specifically examining youth who indicated on the survey that they had an important 
non-parental adult in their lives for “some of their problems” or for “most of their problems.” 
Table 4.10 presents each OST participation profile’s total sample number. Table 4.11 presents 
the crosstabulation table of the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult based on 
OST participation profile membership. Overall, most youth stated that they did indeed have an 
important non-parental adult in their lives (421 out of 459 = 91.7%), with the highest percentages 
of youth having a non-parental adult in their lives deriving from the Mentored Youth group 
(94.1%), the Palmetto Youth group (95.3%), and the Highly Involved group (94.7%). Youth 
from the Academic Oriented group, as well as the Low Involvement group, also had 
considerably high percentages of having an important non-parental adult in their lives as well 
(87.2% and 85.9%, respectively) (see Table 4.11 for more information). 
 
Table 4.10 Descriptive Statistics for OST Program Participation 
Profile Groups  
OST Program Profile Group Total 
Profile 1: Low Involvement 136 
Profile 2: Mentored Youth 34 
Profile 3: Palmetto Youth 233 
Profile 4: Academic Oriented 39 
Profile 5: Highly Involved 20 
Note. Profile groups indicated in bold include low sample 





As can be seen in Table 4.11, cells reporting youth having an important non-parental 
adult in their lives range in size; to disaggregate by race and gender, OST participation profiles 
would include sample sizes within each distinct group which are too small for further analysis. 
Additionally, three youth respondents did not answer the survey question about having an 




Crosstabulation of OST Activity Profile Membership and the Likelihood of 
Having an Important Non-Parental Adult 
OST Activity 
Profile 
Likelihood of Having an Important Non-Parental Adult 
No 
Yes, for Some of 
my Problems 
Yes, for Most of 
my Problems 
Low Involvement 19 67 49 
Mentored Youth 2 17 15 
Palmetto Youth 11 119 102 
Academic 
 Oriented 5 18 16 
Highly Involved 1 6 12 
Note. Profile groups indicated in bold include low sample sizes and may be 
insufficient to determine any useable findings. 
 
 Given these small samples across OST participation profile membership, I conducted a 
multinomial logistic regression to further examine if there is a relation between OST program 
profile membership and the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult in a youth’s life 
controlling for youth race and gender. The findings from the logistic regression are presented in 
Table 4.12. As can be seen in the table, compared to the Palmetto Youth, the Low Involved 
group was less likely to have an important non-parental adult in their lives (B = -0.174, p < .01). 
The findings of the logistic regression also indicate that male youth are also less likely to have an 





Table 4.12. Logistic Regression of the Likelihood of an Important Non-
Parental Adult in Youth’s Lives 
Variable b Std. Error t Sig. 
Profile 1: Low Involvement -0.174 .067 -2.591 0.01 
Profile 2: Mentored Youth -0.032 .113 -.279 0.78 
Profile 4: Academic Oriented -0.105 .107 -.986 0.324 
Profile 5: Highly Involved 0.227 .148 1.527 0.127 
Race (Black) 0.010 .059 .174 0.862 
Gender (Male) -0.200 .063 -3.178 0.002 
Note. p ≤ .05. Profile 3: Palmetto Youth is the comparison group. 
 
RQ1E: Does OST participation profile membership predict academic achievement and 
character? 
RQ1F: Is the relationship between OST participation membership and academic 
achievement and character moderated by youth race and gender?   
To determine if OST activity participation profiles predict academic achievement and 
character as well as to test whether race and gender serve as moderators between OST activity 
participation profiles and academic achievement and character, four 2x5 ANOVAs were 
conducted; (1) race X profile membership predicting academic achievement, (2) gender X profile 
membership predicting academic achievement, (3) race X profile membership predicting 
character, and (4) gender X profile membership predicting character. To account for the multiple 
comparisons conducted, I applied a Bonferroni correction to control for a family-wise error rate 
of α = .05. An adjusted alpha level of .0125 (.05/4) was used to evaluate the significance of the 
predictors (OST profile membership, gender, race). The results from these ANOVAs are 
presented in Table 4.13 and Table 4.14.  
The first and second ANOVA results are presented in Table 4.13. The first two-way 




achievement. There was not a statistically significant interaction between the effects of OST 
participation profile membership and race on academic achievement (4, 456) = 1.069, p = .372. 
Although the interaction was not significant, there was a significant main effect for OST 
participation profile membership F(4, 456) = 6.656, p < .05.  The second two-way ANOVA was 
conducted that examined the effect of OST participation profile membership and gender. There 
was not a statistically significant interaction between the effects of OST participation profile 
membership and gender on academic achievement F(4, 456) = 1.254, p = .288. Although the 
interaction was not significant, there was a significant main effect for OST participation profile 
membership F(4, 456) = 5.665, p < .05. 
The third and fourth two-way ANOVA results are presented in Table 4.14. The third 
ANOVA examined the effect of OST participation profile membership and race on character. 
There was not a statistically significant interaction between OST participation profile 
membership and race on character F(4, 456) = 1.128, p = .343. Because of the Bonferroni 
correction to control for family-wise error, the main effect for OST participation profile 
membership and race on character is not significant F(4, 456) = 2.399, p = .049. The fourth 
ANOVA examined the effect of OST participation profile membership and gender on character. 
There was not a statistically significant interaction between OST participation profile 
membership and gender on character F(4, 9) = 2.103, p = .079. Although the interaction was not 
significant, there was a significant main effect for OST participation profile membership F(4, 






























Two 2x5 ANOVAs Examining the Effects of Race, Gender, and OST Program Participation Profile 






Square df F p η2 
Intercept 3188.089 3188.089 1 7634.588 .000 .945 
Class 11.118 2.779 4 6.656 .000 .056 
Race .081 .081 1 .194 .660 .000 
Class*Race 1.785 .081 4 1.069 .372 .009 
       
Intercept 3176.672 3176.672 1 7640.120 .000 .945 
Class 9.421 2.355 4 5.665 .000 .048 
Gender .411 .411 1 .989 .321 .002 
Class*Gender 2.085 .521 4 1.254 .288 .011 




Two 2x5 ANOVAs Examining the Effects of Race, Gender, and OST Program Participation Profile 
on Character  
Character  Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square df F p η2 
Intercept 3061.784 3061.784 1 7325.003 .000 .941 
Class 4.062 1.015 4 2.399 .049 .021 
Race .015 .015 1 .036 .850 .000 
Class*Race 3.560 .890 4 2.103 .079 .018 
       
Intercept 3090.401 3090.401 1 7213.180 .000 .941 
Class 6.882 4 1.721 4.016 .003 .034 
Gender .006 1 .006 .015 .903 .000 
Class*Gender 1.933 4 .483 1.128 .343 .010 




To determine which OST program participation profile membership groups differed from 
each other based on their main effects, I examined Tukey’s HSD multiple comparisons post hoc 
test (See Table 4.15 for more information). As can be seen in Table 4.15, the Low Involvement 
group significantly differed from the Palmetto Youth group, the Academic Oriented group, and 
the Highly Involved group for academic achievement. For character, the Low Involvement group 
was only significantly different from the Palmetto Youth group. 
 
Table 4.15 
Post Hoc Tukey’s HSD Multiple Comparison Results  
 Academic Achievement  Character Development 
 1 2 3 4 5   1 2 3 4 5 
1       1      
2 -.139 
(.126) 
     2 -.235 
(.126) 








































Note. 1 = Low Involvement, 2 = Mentored Youth, 3 = Palmetto Youth, 4 = Academic 
Oriented, 5 = Highly Involved. * Denotes p < .05.  
 
Research Question 2: Relationships with important non-parental adults (Testing the 
Rhodes 2005 Model): Does emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult 
predict positive outcomes in South Carolina youth? 
Path analysis was used to examine the relationships between emotional closeness with 
important non-parental adults and positive outcomes of intentional self-regulation, social 
competence, academic achievement, and character. Youth respondents in the path analysis were 
youth who reported that they had an important non-parental adult in their lives for “some of their 




of this dissertation, this path analysis is based on the Rhodes’ (2005) model, with slight 
adjustments to the variables of interest. Figure 1.1 depicts the Rhodes’ (2005) original model, 
while Figure 4.2 depicts the model tested in this study. As can be seen from a comparison of both 
models, variables of interest are similar in their theoretical definitions and measurement, which 








All analyses for Research Questions 2 and 3 were completed using Mplus Version 6 
(Muthen & Muthen, 2021). I accounted for missing data by identifying discrete missing values, and 
utilized the listwise deletion method for path analysis. Including all variables of interest for the path 
analysis, .03% of the data were missing. Listwise deletion methods for regression analysis typically 
generates reasonably good estimates when the data loss mechanism depends on the predictors; since 
path analysis is foundationally a series of regression analyses, I determined that the listwise deletion 
method would be appropriate for missing data in this portion of the analysis (Kline, 2016; Little & 
Rubin, 2002).  
Decisions regarding model fit were based on the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI). Model fit was 
determined based on the criteria that RMSEA of .06 or less and CFI/TLI above .90 indicate 
acceptable fit (Suhr, 2008). In addition, the Chi-Square Test of Model Fit was evaluated to 
determine just-identification, with values closest to 0 indicating good model fit (p ≤ .05).  
 The full path model displayed acceptable model fit X2(15) = 244.981 p < .001, RMSEA = 
0.000; CFI = 1.000, TLI = 1.000. I estimated direct associations from emotional closeness with an 
important non-parental adult to the constructs of intentional self-regulation, academic achievement, 
social competence, character, and relationships with peers. Direct associations were also estimated 
for character to social competence; intentional self-regulation to academic achievement, character, 
and relationships with peers; relationships with peers to academic achievement and character; and 
social competence to academic achievement, character, and relationships with peers. This model 
allowed for me to also investigate the indirect influence of emotional closeness with an important 









Standard Estimates for the Full Path Model 
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RQ2A: Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult associated with 
academic achievement and character?  
 As can be seen in Figure 4.3, path coefficients from emotional closeness with an 
important non-parental adult and predicting outcomes variables of academic achievement 
and character were not significant after controlling for all of the other paths. For the 
direct path from emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult to academic 
achievement, results indicated a nonsignificant relationship between the two (b = .011, p 
= .826). For the direct path from emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult and character, results also indicated a nonsignificant relationship between the two 
(b = .022, p = .671). These findings indicate that for this sample of South Carolina youth, 
the level of emotional closeness in a relationship with an important non-parental adult 
does not have a significant direct effect on academic achievement or character in their 
lives after controlling for all other variables in the model.  
 
RQ2B: Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult related to 
intentional self-regulation and social competence for youth?  
 As can be seen in Figure 4.3, there is a significant relationship between the direct 
path of emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and intentional self-
regulation for this sample of South Carolina youth (b = .269, p < .0001). However, there 
is a nonsignificant relationship between emotional closeness with an important non-
parental adult and social competence (b = .086, p = .131). These path findings suggest 




adult does positively relate to measures of social-emotional development for youth in 
terms of intentional self-regulation, but not for social competence.  
 
RQ2C: Do intentional self-regulation and social competence mediate the relations 
between emotional closeness and academic achievement and character? 
 I tested simple mediation using the Monte Carlo Method for Assessing Mediation 
(MCMAM; see Selig & Preacher, 2008) for the paths linking academic achievement and 
character with emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult through 
intentional self-regulation and social competence. Both of the indirect paths linking 
emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and intentional self-regulation 
with the outcome variables were significant (b = 0.045 for academic achievement and b = 
0.072 for character, both ps < .05). Results from the MCMAM showed that intentional 
self-regulation mediated the relations between emotional closeness with an important 
non-parental adult for both academic achievement and character. There were no 
significant indirect effects for the paths linking emotional closeness with an important 
non-parental adult and social competence with the outcome variables of academic 
achievement and character (both ps > .05). Results from the MCMAM showed that social 
competence does not mediate the relationships between emotional closeness with an 
important non-parental adult and academic achievement, and character. Findings from 
this portion of the study indicate that while intentional self-regulation is indeed a 
significant mediator between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult 




  Research Question 3: Relationships with important non-parental adults 
(Testing the Rhodes 2005 Model): Do peer relationships mediate the association 
between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adults, social-
emotional skills, and positive outcomes for South Carolina youth? 
 
RQ3A: Is emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult positively 
associated with relationships with peers?  
As can be seen in Figure 4.3, there is a significant relationship between the direct 
path of emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and relationships with 
peers for this sample of South Carolina youth (b = .139, p = .011). This path coefficient 
results suggests that for the sample in this study, emotional closeness with an important 
non-parental adult is linked to healthier relationships with peers.  
 
RQ3B: Do positive connections with peers mediate the relations between intentional 
self-regulation and social competence and academic achievement and character?  
I tested simple mediation using the Monte Carlo Method for Assessing Mediation 
(MCMAM; see Selig & Preacher, 2008) for the paths linking intentional self-regulation 
and social competence to academic achievement and character through relationships with 
peers. Results from the MCMAM showed that relationships with peers did mediate the 
relations between intentional self-regulation and academic achievement (b = 0.019, p < 
.05), but not the link between intentional self-regulation, relationships with peers, and 




mediated the relations between social competence and academic achievement (b = 0.011, 
p < .05), but not the link between social competence and character (p > .05). Findings 
from this portion of the study indicate that while relationships with peers serves as a 
significant mediator between social-emotional variables of intentional self-regulation and 
social competence to academic achievement, relationships with peers are not a significant 
mediator for the social-emotional variables and character.  
Summary 
 
Overall, my hypotheses were generally supported. Youth most frequently 
participated in an average of about 5.4 activities, and most frequently participated in OST 
activities such as Sports, Church Youth Group, and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other 
Natural Areas with frequency of participation being reported as “a couple times a week” 
or “every day.” On average, the frequency of participation in OST activities did not 
significantly differ by youth race and gender. Latent profile analysis uncovered five 
distinct groups when considering the 12 OST activity participation items: Low 
Involvement, Mentored Youth, Palmetto Youth, Academic Oriented, and Highly 
Involved. By creating latent profiles of OST participation, results of this study found that 
over half of the surveyed youth participated in Sports, Church Youth Group and Outdoor 
Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas, creating a group which is most 
representative of the ‘typical’ South Carolinian youth, labeled Palmetto Youth. 
Subsequent analysis of the OST participation profiles and the likelihood of having an 
important non-parental adult in a youth’s life determined that the Low Involvement youth 




an important non-parental adult in their lives. Subsequent analysis of the OST 
participation profiles, academic achievement, and character had significant main effects 
for profile membership on academic achievement and character, but race and gender did 
not moderate these effects. When examining the main effects for OST participation 
profiles and academic achievement, the Low Involvement group differed from the 
Mentored Youth, the Palmetto Youth, and the Highly Involved youth. When examining 
the main effects for OST participation profiles and character, the Low Involvement group 
only significantly differed from the Palmetto Youth.  
When testing the Rhodes’ (2005) Model of Youth Mentoring to this sample of 
South Carolina youth, emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult was 
indirectly related to youth academic achievement and character. Although direct effects 
were found to be nonsignificant between emotional closeness with an important non-
parental adult and academic achievement and character, the two indirect effects between 
emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and academic achievement, and 
character via intentional self-regulation were significant. Mediating relationships between 
emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and intentional self-regulation 
were found to be significant for both academic achievement and character; however, the 
mediation relationships with between emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult and academic achievement and character through social competence as the mediator 
were nonsignificant. Relationships with peers was found to be a significant mediator 
between intentional self-regulation and academic achievement, as well as being a 




effect of relationships with peers was nonsignificant for the paths linking the social-




Table 4.16 Summary of Analysis Results 
Research Question/Analysis Corresponding Tables/Figures Results 
RQ1A: What OST activities 
are most commonly 
participated in by youth? 
 
RQ1B: Does chosen OST 
activity participation differ 







General low levels of OST participation across the individual activities. 
 
Average number of OST activities participated in by youth was 5.42. 
 
Sports, Church Youth Group, and Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other 
Natural Areas were the most commonly selected activities. 
 
No significant difference between average level of activity participation across 
race and gender. 




Model fit information and selection criteria for the latent profile analysis 
suggest the retention of a 5-profile model: 
 
Profile 1 (N=136) Low Involvement 
Profile 2 (N=34) Mentored Youth 
Profile 3 (N-233) Palmetto Youth 
Profile 4 (N=39) Academic Oriented 
Profile 5 (N=20) Highly Involved 
 
RQ1C: Does OST 
participation profile 
membership predict the 
likelihood of having an 
important non-parental adult? 
 
RQ1D: Is the relationship 
between participation profiles 
and the presence of an 




91.7% of youth in the sample reporting having an important non-parental adult 
in their lives. 
 
Cells reporting youth having an important non-parental adult are too small to 
disaggregate by race and gender. 
 
Compared to the Palmetto Youth, the Low involved group was less likely to 
have an important non-parental adult in their lives. Male youth were less likely 





moderated by youth race and 
gender? 
 
RQ1E: Does OST 
participation profile 
membership predict academic 
achievement and character? 
 
RQ1F: Is the relationship 
between OST participation 
membership and academic 
achievement and character 





Four ANOVAs were conducted: (1) race X profile membership predicting 
academic achievement, (2) gender X profile membership predicting academic 
achievement, (3) race X profile membership predicting character, and (4) 
gender X profile membership predicting character 
 
There are no statistically significant interaction effects for any of the four 
ANOVAs. ANOVA 1 showed a significant main effect for OST participation 
profile membership on academic achievement. ANOVA 2 showed a significant 
main effect for OST participation profile membership on academic 
achievement. ANOVA 4 showed a significant main effect for OST participation 
profile membership on character. 
 
Post hoc tests indicated that the Low Involvement group significantly differed 
from the Palmetto Youth group, the Academic Oriented group, and the Highly 
Involved group for academic achievement. For character, the Low Involvement 
group was significantly different from the Palmetto Youth group. 
RQ2A: Is emotional 
closeness with an important 
non-parental adult associated 





The level of emotional closeness in a relationship with an important non-
parental adult does not have a significant direct effect on academic achievement 
or character after controlling for all other variables in the model 
RQ2B: Is emotional closeness 
with an important non-
parental adult related to 
intentional self-regulation and 
social competence for youth? 
Figure 4.2 
Figure 4.3 
Emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult does positively relate 
to measures of social-emotional development for youth in terms of intentional 




RQ2C: Do intentional self-
regulation and social 
competence mediate the 
relations between emotional 
closeness and academic 
achievement and character? 
Figure 4.2 
Figure 4.3 
Both of the indirect paths linking emotional closeness with an important non-
parental adult with the outcome variables through intentional self-regulation 
were significant. 
Intentional self-regulation is indeed a significant mediator between emotional 
closeness with an important non-parental adult and academic achievement and 
character; social competence is not a significant mediator. 
RQ3A: Is emotional 
closeness with an important 
non-parental adult positively 




Emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult is linked to healthier 
relationships with peers. 
 
RQ3B: Do positive 
connections with peers 
mediate the relations between 
intentional self-regulation and 
social competence and 




Relationships with peers serves as a significant mediator between the social-
emotional variables of intentional self-regulation and social competence and  
academic achievement; relationships with peers are not a significant mediator 







 This section describes the findings of this study, implications for practice, 
limitations, and areas for future research. This section is organized by the research 
questions for this study and what was indicated from the study’s results. The purpose of 
this study was to better understand the impact of OST programming on PYD outcomes, 
as well as how OST participation patterns affect PYD outcomes and foster youth-adult 
relationships, and to test the Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth mentoring using a sample of 
youth who indicated that they had an important non-parental adult in their lives. To 
accomplish this, two main analysis methods were utilized, and this study used measures 
of youth-reported OST activity participation, presence of an important non-parental adult 
in their lives, social-emotional measures such as intentional self-regulation and social 
competence, and PYD outcome variables of academic achievement and character. 
Potential moderators and mediators of the relations between these variables were also 
examined. The youth in this sample were 7th and 8th grade, Black and White South 
Carolinian youth.  
 Latent profile analysis methods have been used in prior research to measure OST 
participation for youth in intensity, breadth, and duration of activities; however, these 
studies have been limited by a lack of diverse samples of youth (Fredricks & Eccles, 
2006; Mahoney et al., 2003; Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). Previous studies have 
also not examined how youth-adult relationships are related to a youth’s participation 




Similarly to the previously conducted OST activity profile research, studies examining 
the Rhodes’ (2005) model of youth mentoring are limited in their consideration of the 
overlap between youth mentoring research and OST participation (for exceptions, see 
Chan et al., 2013; Schwartz et al., 2013). These studies also do not test as many similar 
paths to the original model as within this study. The results of the present study addressed 
several of these gaps.  
Research Question 1: OST Activity Participation: Is OST participation related to 
the likelihood of having an important non-parental adult, academic achievement, 
and character in South Carolina youth? 
For Research Question 1, there were several findings that were unexpected based 
on my hypotheses, and some findings that supported my expectations. When considering 
OST activities that youth participate in, youth have reported that they frequently 
participate in more than one activity (Zaff et al., 2003). These OST activity participation 
patterns provide youth with multiple opportunities to gain beneficial outcomes for their 
development, such as contributing to the well-being of their community, building positive 
relationships with different adults and peers, and having a buffer from negative 
experiences that may take place in different aspects of their lives (Barber et al., 2001; 
Bartko & Eccles, 2002; Hanson et al., 20013; Larson et al., 2006; Mahoney et al., 2005; 
Zaff et al., 2003; Zarrett et al., 2009). The findings of this study are consistent with the 
literature on OST activity participation patterns, with findings indicating that youth 
regularly participated in about five different OST activities. In this study, Sports, Church 
Youth Group, or Outdoor Activities in Parks and Other Natural Areas were the most 




three activities consistently throughout the week. These findings for preferences in youth 
OST activities selections are also supported by the literature, as an abundance of the 
research in OST programming has a main focus on the effects of youth experiences in 
sport-based contexts (Arthur-Banning, 2018; Hanson, et al., 2003; Hemphill & Richards, 
2014). Spirituality has also been recognized as an important aspect of a youth’s life by 
promoting aspects of PYD, protecting against stressors, and lessening the risk of negative 
outcomes among adolescents (Bowers et al., 2020; Hardy et al., 2019; King et al., 2011; 
Rew & Wong, 2006). Connections to nature have also been cited as important for young 
people, as nature connections can help strengthen relationships, mental health, physical 
health, and creativity (Atchley et al., 2012; Burdette & Whitaker, 2005; Dowdell et al., 
2011; Ginsburg, 2007; 2011; Larson et al., 2018; Maller et al., 2006; Taylor & Kuo, 
2006).  
Latent profile findings for this study were also not surprising. Similar to the work 
of Zarrett and colleagues (2009), the majority of youth in this study stated that they either 
participated in sports and other additional OST activities, or had general low participation 
rates for all the OST activity options. This study replicated those findings of Zarrett et al. 
(2009), with youth stating that they were highly involved in sports as well as other 
activities, or were not involved in any OST activities at all (N = 233 for Palmetto Youth 
and N = 136 for Low Involvement groups). Based on supporting research, it is not 
completely surprising that the results of this study found that many youth are not heavily 
involved in multiple youth programs, particularly in an era where computers, other 
screens, and television are common after-school activities for today’s youth (Larson et 




As a critical component of this study, youth-adult relationships were further 
examined to see if they promote PYD outcomes of academic achievement and character 
for the sample of South Carolina youth. Youth-adult relationships have found to be an 
essential aspect of OST programming, promoting PYD for their participants, as well as 
opportunities for companionship, love and support from a non-parental adult (DuBois et 
al., 2011; Futch Ehrlich et al., 2016; Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Rhodes, 2005, 2006; Spencer, 
2006, 2007; Van Dam et al., 2018; Zimmerman, 2010). OST programming and youth-
adult mentoring research have not commonly overlapped with one another; however, this 
study aimed to bridge the gap between OST participation and having an important non-
parental adult in a youth’s life (Yu & Deutsch, 2019). Findings from this study identified 
a distinct latent profile based on OST activity preferences entitled Mentored Youth, 
where youth had high frequencies of participation in mentoring programs, such as Big 
Brothers Big Sisters.  
Although not feasible for analysis using only the Mentored Youth profile, this 
study did find that most youth in all five OST participation profiles did indeed report 
having relationships with an important non-parental adult, with almost 92% of the sample 
stating that they had an important non-parental adult for “some of their problems” or 
“most or all of their problems.” Lower rates of having an important non-parental adult 
were found, however, for youth in the Low Involved group, as well as male youth, 
indicating that both the Low Involvement group and male youth were less likely to have 
important non-parental adults in their lives. This finding is consistent with theoretical and 




relationships. That is, as long as youth are involved in OST programming to some degree, 
they are more likely to report having an important non-parental adult in their lives.   
Although the findings in this study were positive regarding OST activity 
participation and youth-adult relationships, it was surprising to find little significance 
between the relationship of OST participation profiles and PYD outcomes of academic 
achievement and character. Prior research in OST programming indicated that different 
profiles of OST participation were linked to attainment of positive youth development 
outcomes for youth (e.g., Zarrett et al., 2009). However, the findings did indicate that as 
with having an important non-parental adult relationship, as long as youth were involved 
in OST activities, they did not report maladaptive outcomes in terms of academic 
achievement and character. Only Low Involved youth reported lower outcomes as 
compared to the other profiles. The Low Involvement group differed from the Mentored 
Youth, the Palmetto Youth, and the Academic Oriented group for academic achievement, 
and the Low Involvement group differed from the Palmetto Youth group for character. 
These findings support those of Zarrett and colleagues’ (2009) work where youth in the 
less engaged group for OST activity participation were less likely to see increases in their 
PYD. The lack of additional differences between the other profiles identified in previous 
studies may be that these studies included comprehensive measures of PYD, including 
items such as the Five Cs and contribution, whereas this study only focused on the 
outcomes of academic achievement and character (Hanson et al., 2003; Lerner et al., 
2005; Theokas & Lerner, 2006; Zarrett et al., 2009) 
When considering the moderators of race and gender for OST activity 




There were no significant differences across participants based on these factors. These 
findings do not support that of the research conducted in OST programming on race and 
gender effects, as much of the literature has found that youth programming experiences 
promote opportunities for youth to foster relationships with important non-parental adults 
based on the youth or adult’s race and/or gender (Liang, et al. 2014; Lynch et al., 2016; 
Krishnamurthi et al., 2014; Williams & Deutsch, 2016).  
Research Question 2: Relationships with important non-parental adults (Testing the 
Rhodes 2005 Model): Does emotional closeness with an important non-parental 
adult predict positive outcomes in South Carolina youth? 
 For Research Question 2, I examined Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring Model for 
the youth who reported having an important non-parental adult in their lives. The findings 
for this portion of my study only partially supported my hypotheses. There were no 
significant findings for the direct path between emotional closeness with an important 
non-parental adult and PYD outcomes of academic achievement and character; however 
there was a linkage between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult 
and PYD outcomes through intentional self-regulation. The nonsignificant connection 
between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and PYD outcomes is 
not consistent with prior research conducted in the PYD and youth mentoring fields 
(Bowers et al., 2015; Bowers, von Eye, et al., 2011; Grossman & Bulle, 2006; Li & 
Julian, 2012; Masten, 2009; Rhodes, 2005; 2008; Schwartz et al., 2013). The difference 
between the prior research and this study could be due to the sample make up and the 




programming focuses and goals for various regions and states within the country (Allen 
et al., 2019; Durlak et al., 2010; Halpern, 2002).  
My hypothesis was supported in predicting that there would be positive 
associations between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult, 
intentional self-regulation, and PYD outcomes of academic achievement and character, 
but not for social competence. These findings linking emotional closeness with an 
important non-parental adult to the outcomes via intentional self-regulation aligned with 
the expectations of Rhodes’ youth mentoring model (2005), as well as studies conducted 
using the Rhodes’ (2005) model to examine aspects of youth-adult mentoring (Chan et 
al., 2013; English, 2020; Schwartz et al., 2013). These findings also support the literature 
which states that youth’s high quality relationships with important non-parental adults 
can promote PYD characteristics in their lives (Bowers et al., 2012; Chan et al., 2013; 
Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Grossman & Bulle, 2006; Schwartz et al., 2013).  
Research Question 3: Relationships with important non-parental adults (Testing the 
Rhodes 2005 Model): Do peer relationships mediate the association between 
emotional closeness with an important non-parental adults, social-emotional skills, 
and positive outcomes for South Carolina youth? 
My hypothesis for Research Question 3 was partially supported by this study. I 
hypothesized that peers would serve as mediators between social-emotional variables of 
intentional self-regulation and social competence to PYD outcome variables of academic 
achievement and character. Findings from this study stated that relationships with peers 
did indeed support the linkages between intentional self-regulation and academic 




examining character as the PYD outcome. Research in the field commonly states that 
adult relationships help to promote character development for youth (Grossman & Bulle, 
2006; Hanson et al., 2003; Youniss et al, 1999a); however limited research is available to 
determine the impact of peer relationships on character (Bukowski et al., 2018). Further 
studies specifically examining how relationships with peers impact character 
development may uncover more definitive findings for the OST programming and youth-
adult relationship research areas of study. 
Implications 
 Findings from this study emphasize that youth in South Carolina have a 
preference to participate in three main activities (Sports, Church Youth Group, and 
Outdoor Activities in Parks of Other Outdoor Areas), or choose to participate at very low 
levels of engagement. This study suggests youth who are participating in OST activities 
are reporting differences for academic achievement and character versus youth who do 
not participate in OST activities or programs. Zarrett and colleagues (2009) found that 
participation in OST sports programs leads to increases in PYD outcomes such as 
contribution; however, this study did not replicate the findings of Zarrett and colleagues 
(2009) when considering differences in PYD outcomes through the use of a latent profile 
analysis technique. Prior research in OST programming suggests that youth who are more 
involved in OST activities tend to do well in their academics and other PYD outcomes, 
with increases in developmental assets such as goal-setting, time management, problem 
solving, and other life skill-building activities (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Hanson, et al., 
2003; Larson, 2000; Lerner, 2004; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a,b; Tirrell et al., 2019; 




are generally involved in some OST activities will be doing better in terms of PYD 
outcomes, versus youth who do not participate in many OST programs. However, this 
study did not provide any additional information as to whether participation in OST 
activities drives academic achievement or character, or if academic achievement and 
character predict youth getting involved in different types of OST activities and 
programs.  
Much of the available research in OST programming has found that youth grow in 
PYD outcomes from participating in high-quality programming (Bowers et al., 2015; 
Bowers, von Eye, et al., 2011; Theokas & Lerner, 2006). Researchers conducting studies 
in OST programming and PYD should continue to assess the impact of OST 
programming for young people, with a direct focus on what specific PYD outcomes are 
attained from youth participating in different types of high-quality OST programs. 
Practitioners can take steps to ensure high-quality programming opportunities are 
consistently offered to their participating youth through the use of the PYD program 
frameworks to ensure they are promoting programs which will encourage aspects of PYD 
and positive youth-adult relationships (Bowers et al., 2012; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; 
Vandell, 2011). Youth practitioners should also work with researchers to provide 
opportunities for further analysis of their programs, and to determine what high quality, 
program-specific activities can be added or adjusted to current OST program structures to 
allow for youth to engage in as many PYD opportunities as possible (Vandell, 2011). For 
parents enrolling their children in OST activities, identifying the program’s goal-intended 




can be considered high quality and if there are opportunities for youth to engage in PYD 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002, Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a; Vandell, 2011).  
This study also hoped to replicate and extend research that youth who have an 
important non-parental adult in their lives report differences in PYD outcomes (Bowers et 
al., 2012; Chan et al., 2013; Schwartz et al., 2013). Due to both low sample sizes when 
disaggregating by latent profiles and the lack of ability to determine if the youth-adult 
relationships identified by youth were fostered within the OST program context, this 
study was unable to fully test the links among OST participation patterns, the presence of 
important non-parental adults, and PYD outcomes. Since youth-adult relationships have 
commonly been cited in the research to be an important part of OST programs 
(Anderson-Butcher et al., 2004; Anderson-Butcher & Lawson, 2001; Arbretron et al., 
2002; Blattner & Franklin 2017; Folbre, 2006; Freedman, 1993), the lack of evidence to 
determine if positive relationships were directly linked to OST programming is 
disappointing. Despite the methodological limitations in this study, the results suggest 
that OST programming should ensure that activities and initiatives provide youth with 
opportunities to engage in high-quality relationships with adults (Anderson-Butcher et al., 
2004; Anderson-Butcher & Lawson, 2001; Arbretron et al., 2002; Blattner & Franklin 
2017; Folbre, 2006; Freedman, 1993). 
 Although analyses from this study were somewhat limited in determining if there 
was a positive relation between OST participation profiles and youth-adult relationships 
for South Carolina youth, it was promising to find that the majority of youth in this study 
did indeed have positive relationships with non-parental adults in their lives. Positive 




especially for youth who may not have those role models or supports at home (Anderson-
Butcher et al., 2004; Anderson-Butcher & Lawson, 2001; Arbretron et al., 2002; 
Freedman, 1993). Mentoring research has found that youth are able to gain a wide array 
of outcomes from the youth-adult relationship, including assets such as academic 
achievement and positive academic attitudes, social-emotional learning and skill 
development, identity development, and positive peer relationships (Bukowski & 
Raufelder, 2018; Chan et al., 2013; Pakaslahti et al., 2002; Schwartz et al., 2013). This 
study supports the literature on promoting positive outcomes for youth engaged in 
relationships with an important non-parental adult, particularly when promoting 
intentional self-regulation for youth.  
The second portion of this study examined the importance of emotional closeness 
with an important non-parental adult with promoting PYD outcomes of academic 
achievement and character, as well as the linkages of emotional closeness with an 
important non-parental adult and PYD outcomes between social-emotional measures of 
intentional self-regulation and relationships with peers. Findings from this study suggest 
that emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult predicts intentional self-
regulation, which then leads to PYD outcomes. Results of this study found that 
intentional self-regulation led to academic achievement and character when looking at the 
linkage between emotional closeness with an important non-parental adult and PYD 
outcomes, but not through the link between the emotional closeness with an important 
non-parental adult, relationships with peers, and PYD outcomes. When examining the 
linkage between social-emotional measures, relationships with peers, and PYD outcomes, 




and academic achievement. However, relationships with peers was not a linking factor 
for the social-emotional measures and character. 
The Rhodes’ (2005) model explains that relationships with peers are an essential 
linkage between social-emotional learning and positive developmental outcomes for 
youth (Bukowski et al., 2018; Engish, 2020; Laursen, 2005). Research has found that 
youth’s positive relationships with peers can lead to increased levels of self-confidence 
and self-esteem, as well as problem-solving skills (Bukowski & Raufelder, 2018; 
Pakaslahti et al., 2002). Cultivating a positive relationship with peers first begins with the 
efforts of a strong leader or mentor, who can encourage interpersonal interactions 
between young people, which can then be transferred into youth’s experiences outside of 
OST programming (Laursen, 2005). This study supports the literature stating that 
relationships with peers is an important linkage between social-emotional learning and 
positive outcomes and suggests that good connections with peers may lead to more 
engagement in the classroom.  
When considering the link between social-emotional learning skills and character 
through relationships with peers, it was surprising to find no link between these 
constructs in the full model. Although prior research has found that OST activities and 
youth-adult relationships are important for character development (Arthur-Banning, 
2018; Hanson, et al., 2003; Hemphill & Richards, 2014; Youniss et al, 1999), limited 
research is available examining the impact of peers on character development in the OST 
program setting (Bukowski et al., 2018). This study points to the idea that there may be 
more to consider for youth when looking at differences in building character, such as the 




parental adults, as well as their parents, and their OST activity participation patterns. 
Additionally, since character has been cited as a dynamic and multidimensional construct 
(Lerner & Callina, 2014; Lickona & Davidson, 2005; Seider et al., 2017; Seider et al., 
2017; Shields, 2011), the measurement of character through survey data may need to be 
reassessed in future studies. Researchers with a focus on OST programs and PYD should 
conduct additional studies to further uncover the connections between social-emotional 
learning measures and the PYD outcome of character.  
Limitations 
There were some limitations which arose throughout the duration of this study 
that should be mentioned. I intended to test the Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring Model 
with the additional consideration of the impact of OST participation patterns. 
Unfortunately, I was unable to test the full model linking OST participation patterns, the 
impact of an important non-parental adult, and PYD outcomes due to small sample sizes 
in OST participation profiles. Although this study set out to observe differences in OST 
activity selections, the impact of an important non-parental adult in a youth’s life, and 
PYD outcomes using a diverse sample, the final convenience sample derived from the 
larger South Carolina study of PYD sample was limited in its diversity. Only 7th and 8th 
graders who denoted being either Black or White were examined in this study, which 
makes it difficult to generalize across a wide array of youth. However, given the 
limitations of the sample’s diversity, this convenience sample does appear to closely 
represent the racial and ethnic breakdown of South Carolinian youth, with 87% being 




In addition to the limitations in sample size and diversity, it is important to note 
that the original intention of the larger South Carolina study of PYD did not include plans 
to test the Rhodes’ (2005) Youth Mentoring model. Therefore, in order to replicate a 
study similar to those utilizing the Rhode’s (2005) model, I included as many constructs 
as possible that overlapped from the South Carolina study of PYD and the Rhodes’ 
(2005) Youth Mentoring Model. For additional constructs, I decided to use proxies which 
would similarly resemble those of Rhodes’ (2005) work. This limitation is particularly 
apparent in the academic achievement subscale, which reports the lowest Cronbach’s 
alpha of all the utilized measurement scales (α = .53). This scale may not be adequately 
capturing aspects of academic achievement, but rather a youth’s ability to successfully 
complete their school work (e.g., “I do/did well in my classwork at school”). 
Another limitation was that this data were self-reported by the youth participants 
and may be biased in several ways. Social desirability bias has been well-reported as an 
issue in self-reported data because of the desire of people to over-report socially desirable 
activities or personal outcomes. The questions in this study generally reflected socially 
positive outcomes such as having good character, being socially competent, being able to 
internally self-regulate oneself, and being a good student. The desire to be socially 
favorable may cause over-reporting in participants (Krumpal, 2013). For example, 20 
youth indicated that they participated in almost all OST activity choices in this survey at 
the highest level of participation; however it is unclear whether these were true indicators 
of OST participation, or just youth filling out the survey as “every day” for all activities. 
No additional data are available from parents or OST program staff about the youth’s 




desirability bias and incorrect reporting, future studies could utilize cross-checking 
methods, including surveys of parents indicating their youth’s participation frequencies in 
OST activities or OST program practitioners submitting attendance and enrollment 
information to researchers.  
In addition to the OST participation activity selections, youth were also asked to 
share if they had an important non-parental adult in their lives who could help them with 
their problems. This study found that an overwhelming majority of youth do indeed have 
this adult in their lives; however due to the design of the study and questionnaire, I was 
unable to decipher if this youth-adult relationship was truly fostered within the OST 
program, or from familial or other community-based activities. Although not included in 
this study, a question asking youth to self-report specifically who is their important non-
parental adult was included in the larger study; however, it was difficult to determine 
where these relationships were established or who individuals were if only a name was 
provided. This lack of clarity on who is a youth’s important non-parental adult makes it 
challenging to unpack this aspect of the “black box” of youth programming. Future 
studies should have a direct focus on this area of research, with the survey team guiding 
youth through this portion of the survey to ensure they are fully understanding how to 
properly respond. The research team could also double check each youth’s responses 
prior to completion of the surveying process (receiving the incentive gift card), and have 
youth make necessary corrections if the question was misunderstood. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research recommendations based on this study include issues directly 




across focus areas in this dissertation. This study asked for youth to select OST activities 
in which they participate in; however, this particular survey question only provided 12 
options for youth to select. OST participation effects are limited in their generalizability 
due to being conducted using limited measurements or averages of breath, intensity, and 
duration of OST participation (Eccles & Bartko, 2002; Mueller et al., 2011; Zarrett et al., 
2009). Rarely are studies conducted considering the effects of multiple OST activity 
participation (e.g., sports programs versus faith-based programs) to partition out the 
different outcomes of different programs for their youth participants (Zarrett et al., 2009). 
It may be beneficial in future studies to provide an even wider array of youth activities 
for youth to choose from, with researchers then responsible for aggregating similar 
activities post survey distribution (See Sandoval, 2013 for more information). This would 
allow for youth to report their exact activity selections with a direct focus on breadth, 
intensity, and duration, allowing the researchers to have a better understanding of exactly 
to what extent youth participate in OST activities in their free time. This wide array of 
OST activity selections would also allow for researchers to determine if OST activity 
participation is taking place within a structured programmatic setting versus a more 
unstructured activity setting (e.g., participating in an OST basketball team versus playing 
basketball in the driveway with friends).  
Findings for this study also suggested that while youth do indeed exhibit 
differences in their PYD outcomes based on OST participation and their relationships 
with important non-parental adults, it is still unclear as to how this might occur. While 
this study intended to further uncover the implications of this “black box” aspect of OST 




imperative for the successful development of South Carolinian youth that the youth be 
provided with opportunities for developmental growth. Future studies should have a main 
focus on having a better understanding of how OST programs can encourage PYD, 
specifically for youth residing in the state of South Carolina. Mixed methodological 
designs may lead to the additional understanding of how different OST programs can 
directly impact youth and are highly suggested to implement in any future research.  
Because youth of color are under-researched, particularly from a strengths-based 
perspective, it is important that more studies centering on youth of color are conducted 
(Cabrera, 2013; Sanchez, 2016). In addition to these studies, longitudinal studies which 
specifically address the needs of youth of color could provide further insight into factors 
that predict positive outcomes for youth of color (Balsano et al., 2009; Lerner et al., 
2005; Williams & Deutsch, 2016). Research focused on these aims may provide more 
information that can be integrated and utilized by youth programmers to support positive 
outcomes. Evidence-based research on youth outcomes can provide more information on 
the specific needs of youth of color, which allows for researchers and youth programmers 
to have a better understanding of the unique barriers and resources that are present in 
these populations of youth of color.  
 This study examined OST activity selection and youth-adult relationships, as well 
as specific components of the Five Cs of PYD (Bowers et al., 2012; Larson et al., 2019; 
Gelfholf et al., 2014). Future research should consider using all aspects of the PYD scale 
to allow for a more holistic understanding of the strengths acquired by youth in their OST 




OST programming has been found to be beneficial for youth, and can help bridge 
the gap academically and socially for youth who do not receive the necessary supports at 
home (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Hanson, et al., 2003; Larson, 2000; Lerner, 2004; Roth 
& Brooks-Gunn, 2003a,b; Tirrell et al., 2019; Vandell, 2013). The linkages between OST 
programming and positive outcomes are important to explore since OST programming 
has been found to provide unique opportunities for youth to developmentally excel 
(Larson, 2000; Lauer et al., 2006; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a). However, although 
research has found support for these linkages, it is still unclear how these positive 
outcomes are achieved from youth development programs; this ensues the “black box” 
effect of youth programming, offering limited understanding into how outcomes are 
achieved in high-quality youth programming (Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). 
Further research should focus on the unpacking of this integral and complex process, 
ensuring that proper research methodology (i.e., a mixed-method approach) is utilized.  
In addition to OST and PYD research initiatives, this study looked to bridge the 
gap between research on youth mentoring and OST programming for young people. 
Personality and social attributes have been found to play an important role in a formal 
mentoring high-quality relationship, and are essential for quality relationship building 
between youth and important non-parental adults (Hurd et al., 2012; Liang et al., 2014; 
Mekinda & Hirsh, 2014; Walker & Arbreton, 2004); however these aspects of the youth-
adult relationship were not examined in this study. Rhodes (2005) explains that practices 
in which the youth-adult relationship are established, as well as family context and 
ecology also have an impact on youth-adult mentoring relationships, but I was not able to 




conducted to unpack additional critical aspects within and around the relationships 
between important non-parental adults and youth. 
Since the youth-adult mentoring field of study does not typically overlap with 
OST programming research, this study aimed to provide some insight in both the 
recreation and developmental science fields of study (Bowers et al., 2012, 2016; DuBois 
& Silverthorn, 2005a; Hansen et al., 2003; Hurd & Sellers, 2013; Rhodes, 2005; Zarrett 
et al., 2009). Although the intention of this study was to break down the preexisting siloes 
between these areas of research, survey design and methodology to respond to the 
research questions did not allow for as much overlap as initially intended. Further 
empirical work with a specific focus to overlap OST programming, youth-adult 
mentoring, and youth-adult relationship building would be beneficial for all areas of 
research and could provide insights for researchers and programmers in all areas of study.  
This dissertation also looked to provide more information on the effects of race 
and gender for youth. Given the importance of understanding positive developmental 
research to determine beneficial outcomes for diverse youth from OST programming 
participation, studies conducted thus far provide a limited understanding for how 
intersectionality contributes to a youth’s OST experience (Williams & Deutsch, 2016). 
For example, macro-level structural forces such as race, gender, and social class have 
been found to contribute to a person’s net vulnerability; however these forces are 
minimally represented in the OST research (Williams & Deutsch, 2016; Spencer, 1995). 
Currently, OST research does not accurately capture how these structural impacts may 
interact with program activities in understanding the relationships between OST activity 




important to address the intersectionality of race and gender in identifying relationships 
between constructs and the interactions of race and gender in the lives of youth (Deimer 
et al., 2013; Williams & Deutsch, 2016). As social justice issues have become more 
specific and important in our programming for young people, these constructs are 
especially important and should be included in further directions for study.  
In addition to the missing linkage of research correlating the intersecting forces 
within a youth’s experiences in OST programs and beneficial outcomes, another key 
limitation in the current research includes measurement and methodological approaches. 
Although OST programming has been found to provide essential developmental 
opportunities for youth, many deficits have been identified within the current youth 
development research, including a lack of person-centered studies and the use of 
unreliable measurement techniques which uncover limited findings to determine PYD 
outcomes. In my research thus far, I have consistently found that studies conducted in the 
OST field utilize a variable approach rather than a person-centered approach (Mueller et 
al., 2011; Williams & Deutsch, 2019; Zarrett et al., 2009). Commonly used as a grouping 
variable, research considering the importance of race and ethnicity in OST programs does 
not always accurately describe how programs are impacting youth of color. By utilizing a 
more nuanced approach of person-centered methodology, I believe that researchers can 




























































Measurement Items Used in This Study 
 
Academic Competence How much do you agree or disagree with the following? -I am just as smart as others my age. 
Academic Competence 
How much do you agree or disagree with the following? -I do/did very well in my classwork  
at school. 
Social Competence How much do you agree or disagree with the following? -I have a lot of friends. 
Social Competence How much do you agree or disagree with the following? -I am popular with others my age. 
Social Competence 
How much do you agree or disagree with the following? -I usually act the way I know I am 
supposed to. 
Social Conscious Character 
How important is each of the following to you in your life?-Helping to make the world a better 
place to live in. 
Social Conscious Character 
How important is each of the following to you in your life?-Giving time and money to make 
life better for other people. 
Personal Values Character 
How important is each of the following to you in your life?-Doing what I believe is right even 
if my friends make fun of me. 
Personal Values Character 
How important is each of the following to you in your life?-Accepting responsibility for my 
actions when I make a mistake or get in trouble. 
Values Diversity Character 
Think about the people who know you well. How do you think they would rate you on each of 
these?  -Knowing a lot about people of other races 
Values Diversity Character 
Think about the people who know you well. How do you think they would rate you on each of 
these?  -Enjoying being with people who are of a different race than I am 
Peer Connection  How true is each of these statements for you?-I feel my friends are good friends. 
Peer Connection  How true is each of these statements for you?-My friends care about me. 
Intentional Self-Regulation How true is each of these statements for you?-I am good at making plans. 





How true is each of these statements for you?-When I want something, I try different ways to 
get it. 
Intentional Self-Regulation How true is each of these statements for you?-I can ask for help from others. 
Intentional Self-Regulation How true is each of these statements for you?-When I am having trouble, I ask for help. 
Intentional Self-Regulation How true is each of these statements for you?-When I am having trouble, I think of new ideas. 
Youth Adult Relationship 
Other than your parents, is there at least one other adult you would feel able to talk to if you 
were having problems in your life?. 
Youth Adult Relationship 
Do you have a relationship with a significant adult, other than a parent, who you see on a 
regular basis? 
Youth Adult Relationship Who is this adult (aunt/uncle, sibling, teacher, coach, mentor, etc.)? 
Emotional Closeness 
Use the scale below to answer questions about the adult you have a relationship with:-I talk to 
this person about problems with my friends. 
Emotional Closeness 
Use the scale below to answer questions about the adult you have a relationship with:-I talk to 
this person about problems with my parents/family. 
Emotional Closeness 
Use the scale below to answer questions about the adult you have a relationship with:-I tell this 
person things that are very private. 
Emotional Closeness 
Use the scale below to answer questions about the adult you have a relationship with:-I talk to 
this person when something makes me angry or afraid. 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year…-4-H 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-Academic clubs 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-Arts and crafts 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 





We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year...-Big Brother/Big Sister or other mentoring program 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-Church youth group 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-School government 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-Mentoring other students/Peer advising 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year...-Other youth program (for example, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Boys 
and Girls Clubs, YMCA) 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year....-Outdoor activities in parks and other natural areas 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
during the school year...-Sports 
OST Activities 
We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or activities 
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APPENDIX C 
Survey Questionnaire with Questions Used in this Study Only  
 
Positive Youth Development in South Carolina 
 
Hello! We are grateful for your help with this study. We hope that you will 
answer all questions.  However, you may skip any questions that you do not wish 
to answer.  Please answer all questions honestly.  Fill in ONE circle to answer 
each question.  Mark the answers that feel right when you first read them. 
 
Confidentiality procedure:  All of your answers will be kept confidential.  We 
will not discuss the information you provide with your parents, your school or 
anyone else.  As soon as we receive your questionnaire, we will assign it an ID 
number.  We will remove the top page with your name on it from your 
questionnaire so that your answers are not linked with your name.  Again, thank 
you for your help! 
 
1 . What is your name?  
First Name_________________________________ 
Middle Name or Initial____________________________ 
Last Name_____________________________________ 
2 . What is your address? 
    House/Building Number & Street Name_____________________________________ 
    Apartment Number_____________________________________ 
    Town/City_____________________________________ 
    State_____________________________________ 
    Zip Code_____________________________________ 
 
3 . Do you have access to the internet?         
o Yes 
o No 
5 . What is your email address? _____________________________________ 
6 . Name of your school or program: _____________________________________ 
7 . Name of your parent or guardian: _____________________________________ 
 
Some questions in this survey ask about your parents. In this survey, the 
term “parents” refers to the adult or adults who are most responsible for 
raising you now. They could be your parents, foster parents, stepparents, or 
relatives/guardians. If you have both natural parents and stepparents, 
























1. I am a…    
 
o Male  
o Female                                                                                  
     












o December            
    
                   
2b. What day were you born?_____________________________________ 
     
2c. What year were you born? _____________________________________ 
          
3a. What is your current grade?     
o 5th grade 
o 6th grade 
o 7th grade       
o 8th grade       
o 9th grade       
o 10th grade 
o 11th grade       
o 12th grade       
o G.E.D.       
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4. What is your race / ethnicity?  
o Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander, including Chinese, Japanese, 
and others 
o Black or African American 
o Hispanic or Latino, including Mexican American, Central American, and 
others 
o White, Caucasian, Anglo, European American; not Hispanic 
o American Indian/Native American 
o Multiethnic or multiracial (more than one race or ethnicity) 
o Other (write in):     
 
5. What is your religion? 
o None  
o Protestant (Baptist, Methodist, etc.) 
o Catholic  
o Jewish  
o Buddhist  
o Hindu  
o Muslim  
o Other religious affiliation  (please specify): 
________________________________ 
 
6.  How tall are you?          
  Feet:   _____________________    
Inches:  _____________________  
 
7. How much do you weigh (in pounds)? _________  
 
 
8. What grades do you earn in school?         
 
o Mostly below D’s                       
o Mostly D’s                            
o About half C’s and half D’s                 
o Mostly C’s    
o About half B’s and half C’s  
o Mostly B’s                 
o About half B’s and half A’s      
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1.  I am just as smart 
as others my age. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
2.  I have a lot of 
friends. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
3.  I could do well at 
just about any new 
athletic activity. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
4.  I do/did very well 
in my classwork at 
school. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
5. I am better than 
others my age at 
sports. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
6. I am happy with 
myself most of the 
time. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
7. I am popular with 
others my age. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
8. I think I am good 
looking. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
9. Sometimes I do 
things I know I 
shouldn’t do. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
10. I really like the 
way I look. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
11. I usually act the 
way I know I am 
supposed to. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
12. I am happy being 
the way I am.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
13. All in all, I am 
glad I am me. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
14. When I am an 
adult, I’m sure I will 
have a good life.
  





























15. Helping to 
make the world a 
better place to 
live in. 
○       ○ ○ ○ ○ 
16. Giving time 
and money to 
make life better 
for other people.     
○       ○ ○ ○ ○ 
17. Doing what I 
believe is right 
even if my 
friends make fun 
of me 
○        ○ ○ ○ ○ 
18. Accepting 
responsibility for 
my actions when 
I make a mistake 
or get in trouble. 




Think about the people who know you well. How do you think they would rate 



















19. Knowing a lot 
about people of other 
races. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
20. Enjoying being 
with people who are of 
a different race than I 
am.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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well    
Very 
well 
21. When I see someone being 
taken advantage of, I want to help 
them.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
22. It bothers me when bad things 
happen to any person.  
   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
23. I feel sorry for other people 
who don’t have what I have.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
24. When I see someone being 
picked on, I feel sorry for them. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
25. It makes me sad to see a 
person who doesn’t have friends.
  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
26. When I see another person 
who is hurt or upset, I feel sorry 
for them. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
 


















27. I get a lot of 
encouragement at 
my school. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
28. Teachers at 
school push me to 
be the best I can 
be. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 




○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
30. In my family I 
feel useful and 
important.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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31. Adults in my 
town or city make 
me feel important. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
32. Adults in my 
town or city listen 
to what I have to 
say. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
32a. I hang around 
on the streets. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
32b. There are 
very few places 
where I can go to 
have fun. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 























33. I feel my friends are 
good friends. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
34. My friends care 
about me. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
 















1.  I am good at making plans.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
2.  I am a hard worker. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
3. When I want something, I try 
different ways to get it.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
4. I can ask for help from others. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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5. When I am having trouble, I 
ask for help. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
6. When I am having trouble, I 
think of new ideas. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
 
Other than your parents, is there at least one other adult you would feel able to talk to 
if you were having problems in your life?  
                                                                                                                                      
○ No            
○ Yes, for at least some of my problems 
○ Yes, for most or all problems 
  
Do you have a relationship with a significant adult, other than a parent, who you see on 
a regular basis?          
                                                                                                                        
○         Yes                   
○  No 
 
 





Use the scale below to answer questions about the adult you have a relationship with:                                          
 Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
I talk to this person 
about problems 
with my friends. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 




○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
I tell this person 
things that are 
very private 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
I talk to this person 
when something 
makes me angry 
or afraid. 
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We want to know how often you participate in the following community clubs or 
activities during the year. Please mark the answer that best describes your 
participation during this year.  If you never participated or no longer participate in 


































or less  
A 
couple 









4-H ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Academic clubs ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Arts and crafts ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Band/Music ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Big Brother/Big 
Sister or other 
mentoring 
program 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Church youth 
group 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
School 
government 









Scouts, Boys and 
Girls Clubs, 
YMCA) 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Outdoor activities 
in parks and other 
natural areas 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Sports ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Volunteering 
your time 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Other: 
____________ 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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